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The next Issue of NFA with games in it will come out in October. I 
expect to put out an issue without games in September. This will contain 
a few months worth of letters, articles, etc. 

This issue came out late, but the games were sent out ahead. Actually, 
it wasn't even that late, especially when you consider the size. And speaking 
of size, this issue breaks several size records: largest issue of a Canadian 
"zine (beating out Passchendaele ' s 104— page record, but nowhere near Voice of 
Doom's 270— page American record), most pages of letters in a single issue 
(beating out Voice of Doom * s 69— page record) and largest single letter (guess 
who sent it...). I'd like to emphasize, once again, that I'm not trying to 
break these records; it's just happening to me. 

I think publishing two hundred-page-or-more issues establishes beyond any 
doubt that I'm a good sport about printing feud letters. But, there Is a limit 
on my time. I've been able to put out monstrous Issues recently because I've 
had little else that needed doing. (Right now, I'm between school and going to 
Europe; for last issue, I was in school taking five courses I never did take 
seriously.) Starting in September, I'll be in the real world, and expected to 
work for a living. This means I Just won't have time to retype pages and pages 
of letters. If you want your letters printed in the future, I'd strongly 
recommend that you send me camera-ready copy (black Ink on white paper, with 
proper spelling and no obvious corrections, with at least 3/4 " margins). If 
your letter isn't camera-ready, it might not go Into NFA . 

The postal "service" continues to deteriorate. At least two of you didn't 
get NFA until more than 2 weeks after it was mailed. (No, I'm not counting 
Europeans here...) 

Most of this issue was done on my parents' computer. It's nice being able 
to correct your errors just by backing up! 

Hummuscon '85 was a smashing success, which is more than can be said for the 
hummus. To Ken Peel, the "winner", my congratulations. To Drew Post, the loser, 
may you one day have to taste hummus made with your recipe! 

Ballots for the Runestone Poll, Rod Walker Award, and Don Miller Award are 
enclosed. larry and Bruce should be commended for the good Jobs they're doing. 



Diplomacy is a registered trademark for a game Invented by Allan Calhamer 
and copyrighted by Avalon Hill. This magazine is copyright by the publisher 
under Canadian law. Unless otherwise indicated (e.g. by a copyright statement 
or statement that it is reprinted from another source) anything within these 
pages may be freely reprinted in any magazine substantially devoted to Diplomacy , 
but cannot be otherwise commercially used without the permission of the 
author or the publisher. 

Unattrtbuted writing is by the publisher; unattributed art that looks 
any good is legally reproduced, usually from books by Dover Publications, Inc.. 
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Hummuscon 

The remarkable thing about Hummus Con '85 is not the idea, or that we did 
it, but that everyone present actually did test three different hummus recipes, 
fit least one of us has lived to. tell the tale. 

About the event: we really Meant 
this, and about 15 people took us up on 
the whole crazy thing, most of them 
locals. Mike Barno, Alan Stewart and 
Brux joined us from out of town to round 
things out and provide some real Dip 
expertise. An actual game of Diplomacy 
was played, and conceded to be a four- 
way draw between Steve, Ragnar, Alan and 
Mike. I don't know who played what, or 
how the battles went, or any of that 
technical stuff, but I gather from 
conversations overheard that Brux and 
Steve nearly wiped one another out early 
in the game, leaving a pretty clear field for everyone else to grow. 

Steve missed this parts to the winners of the official HummusCon Diplomacy 
game went the coveted "Hummus Cone", and Steve owes the Con organizers 64 (tl 
don't believe it -- this keyboard doesn't have a 'cents' symbol!)) for it. The 
other three shared a drumstick (ice cream product based on a cone) 
diplomatically between them. 

What do you do at these things? I'd always wondered, and I was hosting it! 
We chatted. We played games (Hgngpolyj Empire Builder., Password and more). He 
ate hummus. 

About the hummus: three days before the Con, I met with my valiant 
assistant Suzanne, and mashed about two thirds of the last chick pea crop in the 
cause. Me followed recipes faithfully, and consequently spend days reeking of 
garlic. On Saturday, 1 carefully prepared test samples of each recipe, 
carefully colour-coded to prevent bias. 

We suspected the black olives were a mistake when we bought them. He hoped 
they Here a mistake as we seeded them. And when we tasted the 
hummus recipe submitted by Drew Post from The Joy_ of Cooking, we 
were so sure the olives were a mistake that I called Drew to see 
if he'd ever tried the recipe. I am glad to say that Drew has 
not, and I suggest that anyone who has J. of C. should cross 
this recipe out immediately. The only people who liked it were 
Jim and Ragnar. Other comments ranged from "yuck" through 
"rather disgusting", "this is the equivalent of cucumbers in my 
book" and "vinegary, worst, grossest" to the opinion of head 
judge Steve Hutton, "I had not known such tastes were possible". 
I feel safe in saying that the purplish colour did not add to 
the dish's attractiveness, and that the result bore little 
resemblance to hummus. Those who enjoyed it were not hummus 
fans in the first place. You can, in short, safely ignore black 
olives as a magic mystery ingredient in your next hummus. 

Mark Berth submitted the recipe I would like to commend most for its 
versatility and open -mi ndednesss . In NFA 27/28, Mark clearly offers many 
variations on his recipe that I plan to try in the future, such as onions. On 
Mark's suggestion, we aged all of the recipes for a few days to allow the garlic 
to completely take over my apartment. Mark's recipe, including lots of garlic 
but no tahini, came a close second. Steve's comment, "different from (Ken 
Peel si at least", should not be taken seriously, nor the other notes "blandness 
bordering on taste" and "almost tastes like real food". 
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The winner Has the recipe donated by Ken Peel, -featuring tahini and three 
kinds of pepper (black, cayenne and paprika). What hu»«us fans have to realize 
is that by this tine, most people were dreading the stuff. So there is more 
charity than you realize in such accolades as "mildly di st at est ef u 1 " , "¥a, it'll 
do", and "the best of the lot, for what it's worth". 

As cooking editor, I have a responsibility to do lore than just report the 
results. So let's get right into the commentary. 

The people testing these recipes were not won over to 
huious, I suspect. I think all of the recipes contained 
too much lemon, and the result was a bit too vinegary. I 
suggest that the reader cut back on leian and substitute 
•ore of the liquid from the tinned chick peas. Tahini made 
a nice addition. Buy it rather than make it yourself; we 
never did get the sesame seeds finely enough ground up. 1 
think Ken's pepper and Mark's onion idea are valuable, but 
you will have to season "to taste" -- the garlic really 
overpowered any seasoning except the lemon. I an going 
back to the test kitchen with these results, and expect to 
have a revised recipe for you in the fall. ((No! 
Please ! ) > 

How was HuaiusCon, over all? Well, I think it was worth taking the 
Christmas decorations down for. Look far HunusCon '86, featuring another gross 
dip that Steve hates, guacamolei 

P.S. How 'bout a joke? Hot* many "guaca"s in guacamole? ftvocados number! 
Linda Carson 

Cooking Editor, and proud of it! 





Berch: "blan.dn.ess_ 
bordering on taste 





Post: "rather 
disgust ing" 



Peel: "the best' 
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The 1985 Runestone Zine & GM Poll 



THE NINTH ANNUAL NORTH AMERICAN ZINE POLLi You may rate any publication substantially 
devoted to Diplomacy of which you have seen more than two issues since April 1, 1984. 
Rate the series, not Individual Issues. Rate each zine on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 being 
the lowest possible rating, 10 the highest). No fractions, please. Specify subzines 
and rate them separately from the parent zinei subzines will be listed separately. 
Publishers may not rate their own zlnes or subzines. Sign your ballot and Indicate 
one way in which you participate in the hobby (e.g. "I sub to zine XXX", "I play 
in game 1984YY", "I publish zine ZZZ", etc.). All votes will be kept confidential 
(but please note that Pat Conlon will see all of them). Please list the zines 
alphabetically to make tabulation of the results easier. I reserve the right to 
tabulate or ignore ballots which do not follow the format outlined above. 

THE EIGHTH ANNUAL NORTH AMERICAN GAKESMASTER POLLi You may rate any GH In whose 
postal game or games you were a player during the year beginning April 1, 1984, and 
under whom you played for long enough to gain an objective assessment of his or her 
competence as a GM. Rate each GH on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 being the lowest possible 
rating, lo the highest). No fractions, pie ase. Gamesmas ters may not rate themselves. 
Others may not rate GMs in whose games they were not active players during the poll 
period. Rate each GM by NAME, not by zine. Votes which do not use the GM's name 
will not be tabulated. Please list the GMs In alphabetical order by SURNAME. 
Distinguish between Ron Brown of California and Ron Brown of Canada if you vote for 
either or both, ' 

The deadline for both polls is June 29, 1985. The deadline for ballots sent 
to Pat Conlon is June 22, 1985« Results will be tabulated as soon after the poll 
deadline as possible, and will be released as they become available to anyone 
wishing to phone. Please rate only North American zlnes, subzines, and GMs j though 
any readers or players living outside North America are welcome to participate. 
Send all ballots to Bruce Linsey, 73 Ashuelot St., Apt. J. Dalton, MA 01226, USA 
or Pat Conlon, Box 17014, LSU, Baton Rouge, LA 70893, USA. 

CHANGES AND OTHER NOTES PERTAINING TO THIS YEAR'S ANNOUNCEMENT! 

Due to the turmoil surrounding the change of pollsters this year, I have 
attempted to keep procedural changes to a minimum. Nonetheless, we do have a fewt 

There is no "official" proclamation against grudge votes this year. As a 
voter, you may vote using any criteria that you deem fair and reasonable. Some 
people tend to ignore such a restriction anyway, as Randolph Smyth mournfully 
pointed out after last year's poll. So the restriction was unenforceable — and 
in my opinion, unrealistic as well. That is, I believe that the quality of a 
zine (or the voters' opinions thereof, which Is after all what the poll is supposed 
to measure) CAN be affected by the publisher's ethics or his stance regarding 
feuds — the basis of most grudge votes, if you will. Vote as you see _f It. 

Anyone who has participated in the Diplomacy hobby since April 1, 1984 is" 
eligible to vote. _ 

I will be discounting the top and" "bottom "lO?? (as opposed to last year's 8#) 
of the votes cast for any given zine, subzine, or GM. This figure will be 
rounded down, so that zlnes (etc.) receiving fewer than ten votes will not be 
subject to this provision. I believe that Randolph applied this lopping-off 
procedure only to the zines last yeari I'll be applying it to the subzines and 
GMs as well — but only in determining the "averaging" scores, NOT in forming the 
preference matrix. Which brings me to... 

The preference matrix. Randolph had initially planned to come up with a 
preference matrix for the zines last year, and generate two lists. This ended 
up not working out» this year I plan to draw up a preference matrix for zines 
only, and generate a score for each zine. The preference matrix scores will then 
be averaged with the zines* "averaging" scores to produce a single final list. 



1985 RUNESTONE ZINE POLL OFFICIAL BALLOT 



ALPHA & OMEGA 
ANDUIN 

THE APPALACHIAN GENERAL 

APPALLING GREED 

THE ARMCHAIR DIPLOMAT 

BERSAGLIERI 

BIG HITS OF MID- AMERICA 
BOAST 

THE BROADSIDE 

BUBHW ACKER 

THE BUZZARD'S BREATH 

THE CANADIAN DIPLOMAT 

CATHY'S RAMBLING S 

CHEESECAKE 

COAT OF ARMS 

COMMAND 

THE CONCERT OF EUROPE 

COSTAGUANA 

D-DAY! 

DIPLOMACY DIGEST 
DIPLOMACY WORLD 
DIPLOMAG 
THE DIPLOMAT 
DIPPY 

THE DOGS OF WAR 
DOWN THE TUBES 
EFGIART 

THE ELECTRIC PENGUIN 

EMHAIN MACHA 

END JUSTIFIES THE MEANS 

ENVOY 

EREHWON 

EUROPA EXPRESS 

EVERYTHING 



EXCELSIOR 
FESTUNGS HOF 
FEUDESSE 

FEUILLETONIST'S FORUM 
FLICK OF THE WRIST 
FOL SI FIE 
FROBOZZ 

THE GAMER'S ZINE 

GIVE ME A WEAPON 

GRAUSTARK 

HAI! JIKAI1 

HANSARD 

HOOF AND MOUTH 

HOUSE OF LORDS 

THE INNER LIGHT 

IRKSOME! 

ITALIANO PR I BE 

KAISSA 

LIBERTERREAN 
LIFE OF MONTY 
LONE STAR DIPLOMAT 
MACABRE 
MAGUS 

MIDLIFE CRISIS 

MIKE'S MAG 

MURD ' RING MINISTERS 

NO FIXED ADDRESS 

NORTH SEALTH. WEST GEORGE 

NOT NEW YORK 

OMNIPOTENT 

THE ORPHANAGE 

OUINIPIQUE 

PARANOIACS' MONTHLY 



PERELANDRA 
POLITESSE 
PON TEVEDR I A 
THE PRINCE 
PROTOZOAN 
RAGING MAIN 
REBEL 

REDWOOD CURTAIN 

RETALIATION 

SLEEPLESS KNIGHTS 

SNAFU! 

SO I LIED 

STABBACK 

TACKY 

TER-RAN 

THIRTY MILES OF BAD ROAD 

TodrEoo 

TOUCKE 

THE VOICE OF DOOM 
WHITES TON IA 
WHO CARES? 
WINSOME LOSESOME 
THE WORD WORKS 
XENOGOGIC 
ZOMBIE FLESH 



(Blank spaces axe for any I've neglected to list.) 



Signature i 

I participate in the Diplomacy hobby by 

PLEASE READ DESTRUCTIONS BEFORE VOTING ! Send this ballot to Bruce Linsey, 73 Ashuelot St., 
Apt. 3, Dalton, MA 01226 U.S.A. or Pat Conlon, Box 17014, LSU, Baton Rouge, LA 70893 U.S.A. 

IF YOU WISH TO RECEIVE THE POLL RESULTS BY MAIL, enclose $1.00 U.S. (to Bruce Linsey). 
(Results will include a complete statistical analysis, preference matrix, etc.) 



lyy.5 HUHELilXJNE SUBZINE POLL OFFICIAL BALLOT 



BAD DOGGIE 
THE BEHOLDER 
BENZENE 

BETTY DALY'S SUBZINE 
THE BOOB REPORT 
BOTTOMS UP 
BUT I'M HAPPY 
BUTTER BATTLES 
CHOMPS & MIAMS 
CONFERENCE CALL 
CORN OFF THE COBB 
CUBISTS* CORNER 
DAYLESFORJJ 
DEBI'S FILLER 
DIPLOMACY BY MOONLICHT 
THE ECHO OF DOOM 
E*S*A*D 



EXPLETIVE DELETED 
FATHER KNOWS LESS 
FEMME FATALE 
FEUDETTE 
FIAT BELLUM 
FNORD 

FOOT IN MOUTH 
GALIMATIAS 
HARE OF THE DOG 
HIGH PLAINS GONZO 
HUMBOLDT 
KATHY'S KORNER 
KNOWN GAME OPENINGS 
THE LITTLE DIPPER 
MAGGIE'S ZINE 
MAGNIFICENT 7 
MALAGUENA 



M e ANN de r i ng s 

MOS EISLEY SPACEPORT 

ONLY YESTERDAY 

ORPHAN CITY 

EE RLM UTTER* S REVENGE 

PHYLLIS' S PYRAMID 

SAVOLINNA 

SCREED 

SEX APPEEL 

SHADOWPLAY 

THE SPACE VIKING 

STRANGE DOINGS 

SUBMARINE WARFARE 

TEMPORARILY DELAYED 

THE TOAST OF PHILADELPHIA 

VERTIGO 

VICIOUS HATE SHEET 



(Blank spaces are for any I've neglected to list.) 



Vcte GM's Name 



1985 RUNES TONE GM POLL OFFICIAL BALLOT 

Vote GM's Name Vote GM's Name 



(Please list GMs alphabetically by surname, going down the columns.) 



S ignature 



I participate in the Diplomacy hobby by 



PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE VOTING! Send this ballot to Bruce Linsey, 73 Ashuelot St., 
\ Apt. 3, Lalton, MA 01226 U.S.A. or Pat Conlon, Box 1701^, LSI), Baton Rouge, LA 70893 U.S.A. 

QUESTION 1 Would you like to see non-North American publications and - — - yes 

GMs included in the I986 Runestone Poll? (Please check one response.) *?° , , 

v r r don t care 



» 

i 
1 
1 
» 

* 

► 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

l 
I 

I 
I 

1 
► 
t 
I 

» 
l 

1 

I 
I 

I 
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In addition to providing a second list of scores to be combined with the zines" 
mean scores, the preference matrix should prove to add Interest to the poll results 
by itself, as it Mill be portrayed in graphic form. I have devised a formula which 
will translate a zine's raw score from the matrix to a number ranging from 0 to 
lO, so that the combining of the lists will be practical. 

there may be other embellishments to the presentation of the results, depending 
on what I can dream up to make the final product more interesting to the readers. 
We'll see. 

A few clarifications regarding specific publications and GMsi as mentioned 
In the GM poll announcement, be sure to distinguish between the two Ron Browns if 
you vote for either or both. Treat Whitestonla as a sine, Kathy ' s Komer as a 
subzine (to keep the status quo from years past.) The editor of Bad Doggie 
treats that product as a subzine even though It sometimes appears separately from 
the parent zinef therefore the poll will tabulate ED as a subzine. Ditto for 
Orrhan Glty t treat it as a subzine. 

The cutoffs for inclusion in the main lists will be the same as last year'st 
ten votes for zines, five for subzine s and GMs. Zines which do not make the main 
list will not be included in the preference matrix. 

A clarification to the rule that you must have seen more than two Issues of 
a zlne in order to vote for lti if you were supposed to see more than two issues 
of a zlne but did not (i.e. because the publisher has not published regularly), 
then you may still vote for that zlne . I can think of one or two "activs" 
publications that fall into this categoryt sorry, guys, but being grossly 
Irregular ain't gonna get you off the hook around here if the voters wish to send 
you a message... 

The Conlon Arrangement i Voters who for any reason do not wish to send their 
ballots to me (Bruce Linsey) may send them instead to Pat Conlon, whose address 
appears with the announcement above. PLEASE NOTE THAT THE DEADLINE FOR BALLOTS 
GOING TO PAT IS A WEEK BEFORE MY DEADLINE. This is so that Pat will have time to 
transcribe the ballots and send them to me by the poll deadline. I will not 
know who voted how among those ballots received by pat — he will be copying them 
onto blank, unsigned ballots which will then be sent on to me. However, he will 
be providing me with a list of names so that I can 1) check to make sure no one 
voted twice, and 2) publish a list of all people who voted. 

After the poll results are tabulated, I will be sending all of the ballots 
(or copies thereof) to Pat, who will verify the results if necessary/ 

For ease in voting, I suggest that voters use the official ballots which 
will accompany tills mailing (and I'll be very grateful to those publishers who 
choose to print the ballots) | but of course this is not required. 

Any questions on the voting procedure should be directed to me. 

The Rune stone Poll is the oldest and most highly regarded of the Diplomacy 
hobby's polls. It is my intention to maintain this status by publishing the 
results accurately, impartially, promptly, and in a (hopefully) interesting manner. 
I ask each and every member of the hobby to do his or her part by getting out there 
and voting. May the best publications — and GMs — win I 
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To the right is the 
solution to my last 
puzzle. The upper right 
and lower left squares 
should have been Tilled in 
but Heren't. My clue Tor 
8 across only made sense 
if "surrender" were 

spelled "surrendur". The 
only person to overcome 
these obstacles and submit 
a correct solution Has 
Steve Langley. Despite 
these glaring errors, the 
puzzle did have some good 
c 1 ues. 

Puzzles won't be as 
common in the future as 
they used to be. They 
really do take to «uch 
time to create. There's 
no puzzle this issue. 



RWA 

BALLOT 
1985 



Vote 
for 
only 
1 



i ci w . • 1 t 



iHnri) ( ! a - writ! 



ng); read all nominees before voting. 



1. 

2. 

3- 
i*. 

5- 



Mail to: RWA/DMMA 
Box 84l6 

San Diego, CA 92102 



*!ARK BERCH 

"Must a Stab Be Fatal "/DW 36 
DON DEL GRANDE 

"DIP WARZ" (a series)/LOM et al 
STEVE HUTTON „ 

"The Dippy Horror Show"/NFA 21/22 
BRUCE LINSEY „ . . . n . 

"The History of a Diplomacy Zine"/VOD ^"^ 10 " s W able to ! 

ROD WALKER 100 tvt - u UAVi;> ' Jr - 

"The Siege of Rome" (a series)/DW 38 et al . 



Mail by r 30 June in USA 

23 June in Canada 
- Receipt deadline: *4- July 1985 



L' on hi 1 ler Awara itur habby service! 

!. Jin Bump as 2. Kathy Byrne 

? . B?b 01 fen 6 . Randolph Smyth 



circle one : 
3. Gary Couqhlan 4. Bruce Linsey 
7. Other ( J 



F-riit vour na*p and one nay in which you participate in the hobby . If vou want 
tt- be me I 'ided in the Blaci: and Blue Bool, also give your address and telephone 
n 'j er (optional). 



ti ame : 



Participation: 
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Diplomacy, Fog, and Night by Janes Nicoll 

In recent issues of NF A , Mr. Hutton has seen fit to air a feud which is 
remarkable (at least to me, a newcomer to Diplomacy Magazines) for its savagery. 
Now, there is nothing wrong with feuding, but some of these activities border on 
the undignified. There is nothing tore harmful to any field of interest than 
appearing undignified. Luckily, I have a solution. 

In Italy during the Mussolini era, there was <and, I believe, still is) an 
organization called "Ufficio delta Sicurezze Nazionale e Straniera". Its 
purpose Has to defend the 'good name and national heritage of the Italian 
homeland". I propose that the Diplomacy hobby set up a similar organization. 
This Mould cure the problem of undignified conflict by simply arranging for the 
participants to disappear. No enbarassinq arguments, no unsightly letters to 
the editor, just a quiet visit in the middle of the night by some discreet 
agents and •poof* no lore feuders and thus no more feud. This seems to me to be 
an easier method of solving feuds than arbitration, which requires the 
par t ici patnts of the feud to all behave rationally at the same tine. A midnight 
visit does not require reasonableness on anyone's part. 

Such an organization would require a person to run it who was extremely 
discreet and had a firm grasp on the principles of terror. The Organization for 
the Dignity of Diplomacy (ODD) would only work if no one knew exactly what had 
occurred to those who ran afoul of the ODD, but just that the offenders had 
behaved in a manner that put a bad light on the hobby prior to disappearing. 1 
have had the honour of playing a game of Junta (now available from West End 
Games at your local "Imperiums to Order" game store) with Mr . Hutton, and have 
noticed that he clearly understood terror when he was head of security in that 
game. (It is very, foolish, 1 found, to alienate all the other palyers in a game 
of Junta.) I therefore propose that Mr. Hutton be appointed to set up ODD. He 
combines the required discretion, understanding of terror, and all-round 
reasonableness needed to head ODD. 

The ODD is clearly needed to give Diplomacy back some of its dignity. All 
those of you who agree, simply send in your vote to Mr. Hutton (God knows I 
don't want the damned things) showing him your overwhelming support for his 
ministry of ODD, and undignity will join the unpersons in oblivion. 

Post Script: Mr. Nicoll, co-proprietor of "Imperiums to Order" game store, 
seems to have disappeared after submitting this article. Would anyone who knows 
of his whereabouts please tell his landlord, or at least change the catbox in 
his apartment? 



Hhy did the Russians recently shoot an American major in East Germany? 
Because Korean airliners aren't in season until Hay. 

The other day, an accident victim was found with the following MedicAlert 
bracelet! "I'm a mascchist; in case of accident, wait 2 hours before calling 
aibu lance." 

what do you get if you cross a prostitute with a computer? A fucking know- 
it-all. 



The Steve Mutton School of Diplomacy 

by L.H. Jones 



I was fresh out of stock certificates and didn't have enough of a roll to 
front a printing. I'd spent most of a week trying to sell "Insto-Mat Spray 
Insulation" and hadn't scored a single mark. I even tried running a shell game 
just outside a little flea market, but the only mark 1 dreH Has the rent-a-cop 
they'd hired for security. I only made enough off him to pay for a bus ride 
back into town. 

That's Hhere I saw the sign. It was old and yellowed and the graphics were 
hard to read, but I didn't have a lot else to do. "The Steve Hutton School of 
Diplomacy" it read, with a line in smaller script that really caught my 
interest; "Learn to lie, cheat and steal!" If I'd known there were schools for 
that 1 would have never dropped out of high school back in the States. 

It toot me quite a while to find it; it seems the school had no fixed 
address, which isn't all that unusual considering the subject matter. I did 
find it, though, temporarily housed in a cheap hall above an Ontario house of 
ill repute. I watched from the street as an odd-looking collection of geeks 
with stacks of games tucked under their arms mounted the rickety stairs leading 
up to the school. Hone of them looked quite right but none of them looked 
really wrong either. I decided I'd go on in but play it close to my chest Hhen 
I got there. 

A tall slender blond with too many teeth met me at the door. 
"You're new," he told me. 

"Uh, yeah. I read a poster on the bus." 
"Really" I'd given that up for..." 

Some sort of commotion at the fornt of the hall caught his attention, so I 
slid on past and took a seat near the coats before he got around to asking me 
for money or to sign something. He went on up to the front of the room and 
quieted things d o w n . 

"We have a couple of new people with us tonight,* his voice carried like 
that of a trained actor, "and so before we break up into our study groups I'm 
going to as! them to tell us a little about themselves." 

I sank down deeper into my chair. A skinny kid with thick glasses stood up 
and mumbled something about being with a group at the college. I lost most of 
th» rest, but the crowd gave him a polite round of applause when he sat down. 
Then blondy pointed right at me and asked me to introduce myself. 

"I'm Carlos Alfredo Jones. My friends just call me C.A.. I came here 
tonight to meet girls." 1 said the first thing that came to my mind. The 
silence in the room scared me at first, but then things went back to normal. 
I d used C.A. Jones a few times and even had a fake I.D. in that name. No one 
clapped when I sat down, and I was beginning to think it was all a big mistake 
when blondy started talking again. 

"Ok, we will have three study groups tonight. He'll spend about an hour 
working together then we'll meet back here for a final critique. First, 'What 
to do if vou've been stabbed'. If you're interested, go through the door to 
your right." About half the group left the room. 

Since 1 wasn't planning on ever conning a man with a knife, I gave that one 
a pass. Still, it reassured me a bit. I'd started thinking 1 was in the wrong 
pi ace. 

"OK, next we'll have Forgeries and passing letters' through the door at 
your left." Mast of those remaining after the first exodus left then, leaving 
me, Blondy and a handfull of geeks. 

"And the rest of us will work on 'Making a good first impression'." 
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I alMOSt got up to join the forgery group, except I've no talent for it at 
all. Then he started talking about gaining the confidence of the person you are 
talking to, even if you plan to stab hi. in the back. He told Me things about 
telling lies so that they sound like the truth and truth so that it sounds like 
a lie. Body language, expressions, voice control, all touched on. He Bade us 
practice lying to one another. Most of the geeks talked about Geography, Italy 
Austria, and warfare. It Mas confusing at first, but I did learn how to look 
the nark right in the eye and Make hia believe I had his best interests at 
heart. 

Hutton, that's who Blondy turned out to be, brought it all to a close. 
He'd spent tiae with each group and everyone individually. we had a short 
critique, More of a pep talk, and then he sent us hoae. 

He stopped ie at the door and tole me that the first seeting was free but 
fro* then on I'd have to pay like everyone else. I agreed; it was worth it. 

While watting the week for the next class, I sold "Insto-Mat Spray 
Insulation" to over thirty Marks and I didn't ahve to stab any of then. 



Terrible Moments in Sport *io t>v Mark &er 



Jerry Saallwood was by far our best relief pitcher. He had unbelievable 
control. Unfortunately, in one gaae where we, quite unexpectedly, needed hia, 
he was sitting at hoae in his back yard. 

To buy tiae, the pitcher was yanked and I was put in. A frantic phone call 
went out tD Jerry. He took a ball and threw it as hard as he could, right at 
his house. 

About one foot away, the ball Made a sharp left, and once past the house 
Made a right. It shot throught the side yard, through the front yard, and at 
the street it hung a left. The ball went down five blocks to Elm, where it 
caught the Nuiber 9 bus. It took this down to the subway stop, where it picked 
up the "B* train going to the end of the line. Since the shuttle buses weren't 
running then, it zipped the half Mile or so to the stadiua and went in through 
the gate. It then spiralled up the staircase to the upper deck. Vou really 
need a special spin to do that trick, but like I said, Jerry had unbelievable 
control . 

Anyhow, the ball circles the upper deck, trading aore spin for extra 
altitude. Finally, it's high above the bleachers. Then it drops down rapidly 
to pick up extra speed, and enters centre field directly on the tine between 
batter and pitcher. 

The catcher gives me the signal, and I start ay wind up. As the ball 
whi2zes past Me, I just barely graze the ball with my right hand so that, 
technically, this is ay pitch. Then it went sinking over the plate. 

Unfortunately, the uMpire said it was a little law. Me argued with hin, of 
course, and the ball actually lept out of the catcher's aitt, looped back into 
centre field, and re-did its last leg so that the uapire could check out the 
pitch from a different angle. (Jerry thinks of everything'! But the umpire 
wouldn't budge. The batter was walked, and that was the game. To tell you the 
truth, I think the pitch wasa little low. 

So we had to call Jerry back, and tell hia that it seeaed like he was 
losing his touch; he just didn't have it any More. It was a terrible moment.. 

((It seems to me that the low pitch was caused by your grazing the ball 
with your hand. A more experienced pitcher would have known to graze the 
underside of the ball, causing the pitch to fall welt wittiin the strike zone.)) 
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Ed Wrobel In issue 29/30, Rod Walker enumerated Bruce Linsey's 
qualiiujiinn, to act as Runestone pollster and editor of the Zine Register. 

Waller asserts that Linsey's threatening letter of 10/B3 to Highfield and 
his allegation that kathy Byrne abused her post as BNC have no bearing on an 
evaluation of his fitness to conduct these services. I disagree; Linsey's 
history in publishing VgD was checkered by feuds and controversies (he even 
listed his ten best in one issue). He has continued in this vein with his mass 
mailings accusing Byrne of alcoholism (for which he has graciously apologized, 
of course, after spreading it around as much as possible). ((I beg to differ. 
Linsey sent the tetter to about 30 people; Kathy's "friends" then spread the 
letter around as much as possible.)) find he has launched into further 
controversy by refusing the requests of several publishers to be left out of the 
?LU? Register. Any reasonable person would have honoured these requests. But 
why should hb e-pect Linsey to act in such a manner? He has not done so in the 
past. 

HR"oy Henricks is in charge of the Une Register. If you want to blame 
someone for ZR policies you don't like, blame ftoy.M 

So what are we to e;:pect from his conduct of the Runestone Poll? This is a 
post that requires a h i d e 1 y -r espec t ed and trustworthy custodian. After all, he 
would be receiving candid opinions. The voters should be confident that their 
evaluations would not be made public or used against them. But Linsey has 
already demonstrated that he is capable of making and carrying out the most dire 
kind of threat, that he will not hesitate to publicly accuse a hobby functionary 
of corruption sans evidence, and that he does not forget old grudges. ft good 
p;: ample of the latter is contained right in VgD 100, the same issue he announced 
hi 5 tal e-over of the Runestone, when he blasted the 'zines published by his 
enemies. They were not the usual type of review, weighing positive and negative 
features, but simple blacklisting. Linsey was serving notice that he was still 
out to get these people and their 'zines. 

((Sorry to break up your paragraph like this, Ed, but I have a few 
comments on the paragraph so far. 

Linsey s "blacklisting" consisted of a list of 'zines that he 
recommended people get and a much smaller list of 'zines that he recommended 
people avoid. What's wrong with that? You may think that Bruce is "out to 
get" you or your 'line, but I'd challenge you to provide any evidence. 

Bruce has in the hobby for many years, five of them as a prominent 
publisher. Can you point to any cases where Bruce has betrayed the 
confidence someone put in h i « ^ 

I assume that by "the most dire kind of threat" you refer to Bruce's 
threat to report Bill Highfield's serious crime to someone. I'll concede 
that anyone who confesses to a serious crime on his Runestone Poll ballot 
may have reason to fear Bruce turning him in. I doubt that such people are 
in the majority, though. 

Bruce accused Kathy of making a threat in the heat of anger which even 
he acknowledges she would never have carried out. If this is "corruption", 
I suspect I know a lot of corrupt people. 

Bruce "does not forget old grudges" because he recommends that people 
avoid getting lines that are currently attacking him 7 Give me a break')) 
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Why should He expect hi* to conduct a fair and impartial poll? The so- 
called Con Ion Arrangement is a farce. Linsey has announced that Conlon will 
send not only votes, but the oases as well, along to hi*. I-f only one person 
sends a vote to Conlon, Linsey Hill knot* how that person voted anyAay. And if 
only 2 or 3 or 4 people vote with Conlon (not at all an unlikely occurrance) it 
Hill be a simple Batter to deduce their votes, especially if they evaluate the 
sane 'zines in a similar tanner. Linsey also announced he Hill publish the 
names of those voting. The point of this, I would conjecture, is to establish 
an 'Honour Roll" of Linsey supporters. If there is soie other compelling 
reason, I'd like to know what it is. Even though the individual votes are not 
to be published with the names, this practice is an unfortunate incremental 
erosion of the principle Df the secret ballot. In effect, Linsey is trying to 
turn the poll into a public referendum on his custodianship. My vote is "no" 
and I don't Bind salting that public. But I nauld suspect that many who decide 
to vote are either neutral or else supportive of the institution, not 
necessarily of the aan. 

((Which lakes one wonder haw anybody could consider a voters' list a 
referendum on Linsey 's custodianship. Bruce. responds to your comments in 
section "P" of his letter.)) 

Hobby politics should not be of primary concern in appointing a custodian. 
But nhen you have a staunch partisan like Linsey who has alienated so many 
people to such a degree, it is prudent to consider the effect of such an 
appointment. Fred Davis, one of Linsey's most ardent supporters, asserts that 
75% of the hobby's publishers approve of his selection to conduct the poll. 
Even if this is true, that leaves 1/4 out, a significant number when you 
consider how fervent those opponents are. It's not a matter of mild 

disapproval. Linsey's appointment has caused a terrible split in the Hobby and, 
rather than try to mollify his opponents, he has deliberately and repeatedly 
provided further provocation. fls you paint out in regard to the - ZR , Linsey's 
justification for compelling publishers to be listed is genuinely humourous. 
But it does cause additional hard feelings, so why press it"? 1 do take issue 
with your assertion that Henricks is still running the ZR. Linsey announced 
the decision by stating "Roy and I" made it; at least he is equally responsible, 
not simply offering clerical assistance. Further, he is the only person 
communicating with the Hobby regarding the ZR. 1 have written to Henricks 
several times and received no reply. I know of no one else who has heard fro* 
Henricks. So, is Henricks involved at all? Or is he just a figurehead to blunt 
the inevitable anti-Linsey response? 

((Should I take your statements earlier in the paragraph to mean that 
no one should get a custodial position if 257. of the hobby disapproves? 
That might well mean that Bruce Linsey and Kathy Byrne could never again get 
custodial positions, which would be a shame considering the excellent job 
each of them has done in past custodial positions. 

Roy Henricks deals with most of your other comments and guestions in 
his editorial, reprinted elseHhere this issue.)) 

Why do Linsey's opponents not wish to be associated with his projects? 
Very simple; he has treated us badly in the past, he does the same presently, 
and we have every expectation he will continue to do so, in whatever way he can. 
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Steve Langley This is shorter and later than I would like. My apologies 
for buLli. 

Just a few notes about your responses to my letter in NFA #31. 

1) You seem to have missed the point of the Melinda Holley example. I 
did not ask you to choose between Melinda and Bruce but rather to notice 
Bruce' s misrepresentation of the situation vis a vis Terry Tallman. 

((But, if Bruce' s account of the phone call is correct, did he 
really misrepresent anything? I'll concede that if Terry got his story 
from Melinda, he was justified in printing it and this incident gives 
no evidence of Tallman's dishonesty. But, this would hardly make Bruce 
guilty of lying, as you claimed.)) 

2) You refer to my accuracy or lack of same with reference to Bruce 's 
reasons in what was obviously a piece of satire. Do you always Insist on 
accuracy in satire? The accuracy of the list of events is more to the point, 
yet that is bypassed for the other. Is it that you accept the list of events 
as accurate but unimportant as compared to the "accuracy" of satiric reasons 
to justify those events? 

((So far as I know, no one in the hobby disputes the claim that 
Bruce Linsey (1) reported to the police that someone had threatened to 
hire a "hit man" against him, (2) printed that Bob Arnett was dishonest, 
(3) called Melinda Holley's place of work and ended up getting Melinda's 
mother's phone number, (4) wrote a letter to Bill Highfleld' S commander , 
in which he mentioned Bill's death threats, (5) wrote something that 
seemed to liken Bill Highfleld to a mass murderer, (6) wrote a letter to 
Francine Byrne, and (7) denied writing a "sick" letter to Franclne Byrne. 

Feel free to use any of these facts in a non-satirical letter to 
NFA. I don't think these facts point to a patern of Bruce Linsey Interfering 
in people's personal lives. 

If your "straw man" letter was satire, it was a type of satire that's 
not welcome in NFA . (Other pieces of writing in this same category include 
your "Runestone Poll" play in Feud esse and Bruce Linsey's mass-mailed 
"Byrnecon" play.) I don't think that putting words into people's mouths, 
or thoughts into people's heads is an appropriate feud tactic. 

Your "straw man" letter insinuated that Bruce Linsey habitually 
interfered with the private lives of hobbyists. If you think you can 
make such a claim on the basis of facts , please do so.)) 

3) So, you are satisfied that Bruce Linsey believes Kathy has a drinking 
problem. I am satisfied that you think Bruce believes Kathy has a drinking 
problem and that you are somewhat gullible for being so. 

((I'm glad that we're both satisfied.)) 

4) What admitted ignorance? Read what I said. ((You said I have no knowledge 
about his love life other than iShat he has imparted to me in "strictest confidence". 
Is this not an admission of ignorance about Bruce's love life?)) In answer to 
your question, yes. Bruce should apologize to me and to Bill Highfleld and to 

all the rest of Dipcom. As to my dragging Bruce's personal life before the 
hobby, did you read Magus 039 and the Volunteers ? Did you read the Voice of 
Doom #98 and Diplomacy Digest #83 that prompted my "dragging Bruce's personal 
life before the hobby"? 



15 



You seem to feel I did something objectionable because f refused to accept 
a sleazy attack on Bill as a justification for a sleazy act perpetrated 
against him. 

((I assume that by "sleazy attack on Bill", you mean the article 
Bruce printed which made the (true) claim that Bill had been sending 
death threats to people. I also assume that by "sleazy act", you mean 
Bruce' s sending a letter that made this (true) claim to Bill's commander. 
If I'm wrong in this, please correct me. 

I don't think you did anything objectionable by not thinking that 
Bruce was justified in what he did. Many hobbyists agree with you in 
this. X happen to disagree with them, but 1 don't think they owe Bruce 
an apology for disagreeing with him. 

What you did that was objectionable was make allegations about 
Bruce* s personal life that even if true would be none of the hobby's 
business. I believe I have read all of the issues you referred to. 
In none of them did I see any Justification for you to accuse Bruce 
Linsey of being in a love triangle with a teenage girl.)) 

5) Since it is well documented that argument like this only drives one more 
deeply into defense of one's position, no matter how poorly taken, I am doing 
you a disservice. I do apologize for that. 

((I accept your conclusion and your apology. Argument like this 
only strengthens my conviction that you're wrong. Factual evidence 
might have the opposite effect.)) 

Ben Schilling ^ quote8 . 

1) Bruce Linsey, page 69, NFA 29/30i 

"What actually happened 6. Last winter, I charged some phone calls to 
a third party. No calls were charged to any hobby members, nor to their 
employers, ever." 

2) Farmington Hills phone book, 1984 (page A18) 

"(the) law provides that no person shall defraud or attempt to defraud 
the telephone company of its lawful charges. Violators, upon conviction, 
are subject to imprisonment for up to one year or to a fine of up to $500, 
or both". 

The usual definition of a felony is a crime (e.g. fraud) for which a 
person may be Imprisoned for a year or longer. Quite frankly, that is a very 
serious statemtne, and I presume that it is true because I don't think you'd 
be stupid enough to make up a charge that serious. I assume that some is more 
than four or five, but let's say that it is five. That means, by his own 
admission, that Bruce Linsey may be imprisoned for up to five years. That is 
a very long time to spend in a prison. 

((I'll be charitable and assume that you had some point to make, 
but I just haven't been able to figure it out. Bruce has acknowledged 
that he made the calls, and that this was wrong, and that this was illegal. 

Your statement about how long Bruce would spend in jail if he were 
convicted is irrelevant since he is not being prosecuted. Many other 
hobby publishers have admitted to breaking other laws (concerning draft 
registration and drug use, for example) for which they could be imprisoned. 
I didn't notice you gloating about possible sentences to them.)) 
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Kf?n Pe€?l I have been reluctant to put in my two cents worth In the 
raging .nut complex Issue of the (place name here)-agalnst— Llnsey feud. Part 
of my reluctance stems from the fact that T have definite opinions on all of 
these Issues, even though I do not find by any means blameless those with whom 
I tend to associate myself. To cut through the above gobbledygook, I am 
usually placed — correctly — by those Involved as generally opposed to many 
of Bruce Llnsey* s recent activities. In a number of instances, however, those 
opposing Bruce have greatly overstated their case (in my opinion, of course) 
and have harmed their arguments as a result. Part of my reluctance comes from 
my intention to call things as I see them. The reason for this is not because 
of any fear of being drummed out of "Solidarity", but because of Bruce* s habit 
of claiming individuals to be on "his side" If they say anything even remotely 
supportive. The cases I am thinking of are Bruce* s call to Bill Quinn demanding 
that he put in writing to him that he will in no way take part in the Runestone 
Poll "boycott", the highly inaccurate and incomplete list Bruce put together 
(which was misleadingly printed in Buahwacker , as Fred failed to understand or 
make clear that the list was not something put out by Smyth himself, but was 
rather Bruce' s self-generated list of supposed supporters and detractors) on the 
Runestone Poll controversy, and especially Bruce* s intention of publishing the 
names of those who voted in his poll. What possible reason can Bruce have to do 
that other than to claim it to be a list of supporters? 

((It's not been my experience that Bruce has a "habit of claiming 
individuals to be on his side if they say anything even remotely supportive". 
I don't think any of the three specific cases you cite prove the existence 
of such a bad habit. 

The first, "Bruce's phone call to Bill Quinn..." is interesting in 
that neither Bruce nor Bill recalls any such phone call. (I talked to 
each of them about it.) Whoever told you about this phone call was either 
mistaken or dishonest. May I ask who it was? 

Regarding Bruce's "inaccurate and incomplete list", the first point 
is that you can't blame Bruce for the way Fred Davis presented the list 
in Bushwacker ■ Bruce, himself, did not claim that these people were 
"supporters", only that they planned to plug the Runestone Poll. 1 am 
only aware of one inaccuracy in Bruce's list — he listed Robert Sacks 
as probably not plugging the poll; Sacks has actively plugged it. Are 
you aware of any other Inaccuracies? In any case, this is hardly a case 
of Bruce claiming as supporters people who aren't. 

Bruce answers your question about the Runestone voters list in 
section "P" of his letter. I, myself, wondered why Bruce decided to 
list the voters, and I wish he'd told the hobby why he was doing it 
when he told us that he was doing it. I'm curious, though, if you ever 
asked Bruce why he was keeping a voters' list, or if you Just assumed 
the worst . ) ) 
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But back to the central issue. I was really surprised when John came 
back with an attempt to defend his position on the Franc In e letter. 1 had 
assumed that he, Kathy, and others were just going to let it drop. X had 
always considered this to be one of the great non-Issues of the controversy, 
but if John insists on making It one, he deserves your biting remarks on 
this matter. I put the question of the Franclne letter out In the ozone. It 
is, 1 believe, similar on a smaller scale to what I consider Bruce* s most recent 
massive transgressions: his precipitation of the feud (do you still remember 
how it was launched?) by 1) harranguing on for months about how Dick Martin was 
unethical In his withholding of Bruce* s supposed *s remaining issue of Retaliation 
(remember, do we all, the matter where Bruce had *4 issue left to his Retal 
sub and Bruce wanted out of the *zine because of some feud or other? Instead 
of sending Bruce the 20c or a full issue, Dick sent him H issue, cut diagonally. 
Pretty funny, I think, yet Bruce went on and on as if it was a capital case), 
2) announcing that Kathy was a dishonest BNC (no, he didn't say it in those 
words, but that was obviously his meaning) by having vowed to declare all of 
his games irregular In an unveriflable telephone conversation, and 3) his 
awful, gloating, libelous "of f-the-record" mass mailing — the infamous 
"drunken rages" letter. The second and third issues above closely resemble 
the unsubstantiated nature of the Franclne letter charge. 

((Even if John Ignored it, the Franclne letter would still be an 
issue. Kathy claimed that Bruce wrote a sick letter to Franclne, and 
that she could prove it. At the very least, she was dishonest about 
the latter, and It's starting to look like she was dishonest about the 
former as well. 

I don't recall how the feud was launched, but I'm quite willing to 
let both Bruce and his opponents give their versions. 

It seems unlikely that Dick Martin or Retaliation had much to do 
with it, since neither has been heavily involved in the feud. Incidentally, 
Bruce had one Issue remaining in his subscription, but Dick's next issue 
was a double, that he cut in half diagonally. Dick's joke would have been 
much funnier if he had later sent Bruce something with half the value of 
a double issue. It may be stretching the point, but I doubt you would see 
the humour in me converting your subscription to twice as many half-Issues 
cut diagonally. I agree, though, that Bruce made much more out of this 
than it deserved. I considered sending him the money myself in an attempt 
to shut him up. 

I got quite a chuckle out of you accusing Bruce of saying something 
and in the same sentence acknowledging that "he didn't say it In those 
words". Why not just accuse him of what he did say "in those words"? 

As I've said several times before, I agree that Bruce was wrong to 
send the "drinking" letter.)) 
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So now, I have basically only made one point, and already I am yeched 
out on this controversy. I believe that Fred Davis also made a statement 
that he should retract, unless he has some proof of his serious charge. By 
discussing Kathy's "medical problems", he too obviously supports not only 
Bruce *s allegation, but the form in which it took. Other than extremely brief 
encounters, Kathy and Fred, to my knowledge, have had little direct contact with 
one another. A con here and there, and that's it. On the other hand, the two 
of them are well known to harbour ill feelings toward each other from hobby 
frictions in recent years. On the face of it, Fred's statement has the 
appearance of being based both on very weak factual grounds, and on instinctive 
bias. Fred, please set me straight, or quit shouting your support for an action 
and statement that even Bruce now regrets, If not disowns. 

((I do not have handy a copy of the Bushwacker issue in which Fred 
made the statement in question, so I'm not certain of exactly what he 
said. I am certain, however, that he did not "shout support" for Bruce's 
letter. Please provide me with a copy of Fred's statement. Then we can 
intelligently discuss whether or not Fred owes anybody an apology.)) 

One last point I would like to make is that as far as I know, there la 
no real Runestone Poll boycott. A boycott is an action of some organized 
nature, and I am aware of no genuine underground arm-twisting campaign. 
Although I do not intend to vote or plug the Runestone Poll, I do not consider 
myself a part of a boycott. It is just an individual decision on my part. 
Even if Bruce changed his unprecedented decision to publish a list of those 
supporting his poll ((by which you presumably mean his decision to list those 
voting in the poll)), I would probably take no part in it. That was going to 
be my one concrete protest to Bruce's extraordinary actions oirer the last year. 
Now with this letter, I guess that makes two. I do not necessarily advocate, 
however, that others do the same. 



((A boycott need not involve "underground arm twisting". Several 
people have publicly urged people who might otherwise participate in the 
poll not to this year. This is a boycott.)) 

One final point on the Linsey/Highf ield affair. Does anyone actually 
know if Highfield ever wrote to Llnsey after Bruce threatened to turn him in 
to the ROTC if he 1) wrote any more "death threats" to him (as far as I 
understand there was no direct death threat to Bruce at all. There was the 
Sessler thing and two notes on the cover of 'zines to Kathy and Eric. Perhaps 
I am wrong here.), or 2) proceeded with a legal effort to get payment for the 
cheque that Bruce stopped payment on? Before, that is, Bruce actually did turn 
him in to the ROTC ? Just wondering. 

((I hope Bruce will comment on this next Issue. You left out at 
least one relevant letter. It was written to Kathy Byrne, and Bill 
referred to his ex-girlfriend as follows! Every time T see her* now, I 
want to kill her. But 3 since a murder' charge would ruin my naval career s 
and since that would give her immense pleasure and satisfaction, I'll let 
her live. Perhaps this doesn't count as a death threat, though, as Bill 
planned to let her live for career reasons.)) 
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I would like to make the following comments about NFA 

•29/ 3u. 

On page 31, you ask, "Are the people boycotting the ZR right to do so?" 1 
don't think this is really the question . I think the question to ask is, "Do 
the people boycotting the ZR have a right to do so if they wish 7 " 1 say, yes, 
we do have such a right. I can't answer for anybody else's reasons -for 
boycotting the ZR. I'm only responsible for nine. And it seems incredible to 
me that you (or anybody else) could possibly know what my reasons are without 
asking me. And I don't recall that you asked. 

((And I don't recall that I ever claimed to know why you were 
boycotting the ZR. But, I stand by the claims that I did make: t) that 
your action is pointless since Rebel will be listed anyway; 2) that it's a 
bit much to expect the hobby to believe that people are boycotting only 
because they know a boycott will have no effect.)) 

Whoever, by the way, told you I wanted to keep my ' ■ inp a secret was 

sniffing something at the time. If I'd wanted Rebel to remain a secret, why 

would I have asked my friends to spread the word about it? And if this was your 
assumption, you're totally off base. 

((So, it's Ok for one of your friends to tell people about Rebel, but 
it's not OK if the Zine Register tells people the exact same i n f oriat i on? > t 

As far as Ray Henricks doing anything about the ZR, what specifically has 
Roy Henricks done about the ZR? Henricks doesn't answer letters about the ZR. 
(In fact, he hasn't published his 'zine in months and won't answer inquiries 
regarding the refunding of sub money to his 'zine.) Hey, all the available 
information about the ZR is coming from Bruce Linsey. Me don't even have 
Henricks' word that he i.5 in charge of the ZR. A very good case could be made 
for the opposite since he does not respond to inquiries. 

And every time someone mentions the ZR, someone quickly says that it's 
still Henricks' project, that Henricks makes the decisions, that Henricks has 
responsibility for the project, etc. If this is so, let Henricks himseLl start 
saying these things and do his job in answering people's questions. Let 
Henricks start acting like a reseonsible hobby custodian. I've sent him 3 
letters on 3 different occasions and have received no answer. (Steve, copies of 
these letters are enclosed for your information. You may print them in NFA if 
you wish.) ((Thanks, but no...)) Other people (Ed Wrobel and lathy Byrne to 
name 2 people specifically) have written Henricks and received no answer. So 
why is Henricks letting Linsey do all the talking? 

((I think Roy answers these questions in his letter.)) 

As a protester, dissenter, baycotter, or whatever you want to call me, 1 
stand accused of trying to sabotage both the ZR & RP. When did this occur? Mas 
it when I politely requested not to be involved with the ZR (as did other 
publishers including Byrne and Wrobel i? (Are we all attempting to keep our 
'lines a secret"?) Was it when I said I wasn't going to plug both the ZR *t RP 
ias other publishers including 01 sen and Tall man aren't!' 7 If I'm being accused 
of trying to sabotage both the ZR & RP , I think my accusers should provide 
specific e.-amples of proof, dan t you? 

At the verv least, mv accusers should at least be asked to provide such 
proof. Despite accusations made on pages 32 and 70, you did not ask either 
Waller or Linsey to provide such proof. 
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'tin my opinion, anybody who boycotts a hobby institution in order to 
make a particular point or who urges others to boycott that institution is 
sabotaging that institution. Sabotage is not necessarily a bad thing. For 
example, we think quite highly of those who committed sabotage against the 

Na:i5. » > 

On page 32, Rod Walker accuses us of attempting to sabotage the ZR it RP to 
"get revenge on Bruce Linsey". However, Walker didn't offer any proof of that 
charge. I, for one, would like to see Halter's proof of that accusation; and I 
challenge him to produce it! All I'm doing is attempting to exercise freedom Df 
choice. Vet 1 have Bruce Linsey, Rod Mailer, Mark Berch, and you telling «e why 
I m doing this. I've given my reasons for not wishing to participate in the ZR 
to Linsey, Henrict.s, Perch. Unless one (or more) of then have informed you and 
Waller, you two are acting from sheer ignorance on this one. 

((Where, exactly, did I say why you were boycotting the ZR? You're 
right, though, that Rod doesn't know why people are boycotting everything 
Linsev .touches. His statement that revenge was the motive is only a 

guess. f ) 

Walter feels we should dissociate Linsey 's activities outside the hobby 
with hobby matters. I agree. But I didn't realise we were discussing anything 
outside the hobby. The ZR, RP, Linsey/Byrne feud, Masters, Hi gh f i e 1 d . . . am 1 

wrong in assuming these are hobby matters? 

! (Some people have accused Bruce of taking his feuds outside the hobby, 
implying that this is a particularly serious offense. Examples given 
include his letter to Highfield's commander and his letter to Francine 
tvrne. Rod s point, I believe, was that the fact that an offense took place 
outside the hobby doesn't make it worse, but makes it less relevant. The 
case of Linsey vs Telephone Company is clearly outside of the hobby.lt 

Waller brings up Linsey's publishing record. However admirable it appears, 
Linsey is not the only publisher in this hobby who gets his 'zine out on time. 
He is hardly ? one-and-onl y stand-out example. 

((1 would challenge you to find more than 3 or 4 hobby publishers with 
.? better record of reliability than Bruce Linsey's. Also, Rod's point 
wasn't that Bruce is the most reliable, only that he is very reliable.)) 

Waller brings up Linsey's personal characteristics and the toll fraud 
-harqe. Personal characteristics have to be taken into account if you're going 
to be dealing with the hobby as a whale. The toll fraud has to be balanced 
against Linsey's conduct as a GM , publisher, and Supernova custodian. Each 
individual has to decide where the scales tip. 

I disagree with Walker that Linsey s allegations of Kathy Byrne's threats 
to declare his games irregular is minor (see page 33). The allegation is very 
serious. Any allegation of misconduct by a hobby custodian is serious and 
should be treated as such. Walker cannot simply dismiss the matter with a 
figurative wave of a hand because Linsey continues to make this chargel You , 
.Steve, made the statement on page 33 that perhaps Linsey has discontinued making 
thi- rhjrqe. I refer you to UFA K2°/3t', page 71, lines 4 and 5 where Linsey 
repeat -5 this charge. 
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((I agree with you that Bruce hasn't stopped making this charge, and 1 
agree with you that he should. 

I don't agree with you, though, about the seriousness of the charge. 
Even if it Here true, Kathy wouldn't be guilty of any great wrong. Lots of 
us say things when we are angry that we later regret. Hobby custodians are 
not gods among us; most people accept that they have feet of clay.}) 

On page 39, you state that people like me are preventing Linsey front 
handling the RP in a capable tanner. Please be specific and advise me just how 
people like me are doing this. Is someone physically restraining Linsey from 
performing this function? Has someone absconded with pertinent RP data? Is 
anyone preventing hobby members from participating in the RP? And what, 
specifically, do you mean by 'people like you"? Again, all I'm doing is 
attempting to exercise freedom of speech/choice. Do you have a problem with 
this? I disagree that Linsey should be custodian of the RP. I stated this to 
Randolph Smyth and gave him my opinion of why 1 feel this way. Is dissent not 
to be tolerated? Why can't an individual disagree with the choice of a 
custodian and make that dissent public? It may not change the custodian, but 
EACH INDIVIDUAL HAS THE Rl 6HT TO HAKE THAT DISSENT PUBLIC. 

((I would not dream of limiting your freedom of speech or action. You 
have every right to disagree with the choice of a custodian, and to make 
this disagreement known. You have every right to cooperate or not cooperate 
with a hobby custodian. I have never attempted to deny you these rights. I 
would not have prevented you from saying or doing anything you have said or 
done in this dispute. Is my position on this clear to you? If not, please 
reread this paragraph again and again until it is. 

My statement was as follows: "While Bruce may not be the ideal choice, 
and many people will guite legitimately have 'reservations', he is quite 
clearly capable of the job if only geggle l|ke ygy would let him." <The job 
in question was the Runestone Poll.) You and others are keeping Bruce from 
doing as good a job as he could by 1) refusing to vote in the poll 
yourselves, 2) encouraging others to not vote, 3) refusing to tell your 
readers about the poll even though it is legitimate news. (I m not sure if 
the second applies to you, personally, but it certainly applies to many 
others.) Again, I do not dispute your right to do what you have done.)) 

I'm glad Smyth did apologize to Jim Meinel. But don't you think it would 
have been correct and proper for Smyth to have made his apology to Meinel as 
public as his accusation? 

<<If there is any blame here, it is mine and not Randolph's. The 
editorial in which (among many other things) Randolph suggested Jim might 
try to ruin the poll to save himself personal embar assmen t Has given the 
same publicity in Fgl Si Fie as Randolph's apology. I chose to reprint the 
former in UFA but not the latter. Instead, I noted in the NFA letter column 
(where I had printed Randolph's original editorial) that Randolph had 
apologised. Just because 1 have reprinted one editorial does not mean I'll 
reprint all subsequent editorials by the same person.)) 
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On page 57. you ridicule the idea that Linsey would keep an item f or 
several months. I would assume Linsey would have saved such an item for at 
least reasons: 

I > To prove that the item does, in fact, exist. 

2* To prove that he attempted to send it to Steve Langley. 

3t Td prove that Langley returned it unopened. 
S« let 5 see if Linsey can, indeed, produce it. 

('Let me get this straight: Someone is returning everything I send 
(presumably! unopened. One day I get back another letter narked return-to- 
sender. You expect me to save this unopened envelope in case the recipient 
ever denies my sending hint this Earticular letter? Expecting someone to 
save a letter is one thing; expecting him to save unopened letters marked 
return-to-sender is another. 

fts an interesting side-note, I expect that Nhat Langley claims to have 
done (opening letters before marking them return-to-sender) is illegal. 
Perhaps Ben Schilling can fill us in on how much time in the big house Steve 
could enpect.l) 

On page 59, if Berch understood the ground rules for the Volunteers column 
project before he participated in it, he can't cry "foul* at this late date. 

HI disagree. If a game has unfair rules, you shouldn't play. If you 
play despite the rules being stacked against you, you can't cry "foul" after 
vou lose. But thi^s Lsn^t a game. Berch didn't have a choice of "playing" 
or not. Whether or not he participated in Volunteers, things would be 
written about him there. By the same reasoning as you use <but in an 
entirely different context) one could say, "MfiQ Kampf made clear what the 
ground rules of Nazi Germany would be; the Jews have no right to complain at 
this late date". I think we'd both agree that this is invalid reasoning.)) 

On page 61, how could Linsey report a death threat without naming the 
person makinq such a threat? He had to mention Jack Masters' name. For Linsey 
to now state he "doubts" using Masters' name is ridiculous! 

i (Vou are "begging the question", or arguing in circles. Please 
explain the impossibility of a conversation like the following: 
Linsey: Someone I know in California called and threatened to hire a hit 
man on me. What should I do? 
Trooper: Can you prove it? 
Linsey: No. 

Trooper: Then forget it. 

Such a conversation seems, to me at least, within the realm of the 
possible. ) ) 



On page 62, you state Linsey would use the defense that he didn't say it 
was an emergency in order to get my mother s phone number. You are correct. 
That is the defense he used. 1 don't believe it- My boss says Linsey told him 
that it was an emergency. MY BOSS DOESN'T t NOW BRUCE +1NSEY AND NEVER EVEN 
WARE' HIS NilME BEFORE LINSEY CALLED MY PLACE OF WOFO . SO WHY WOULD MY BOSS LIE 
DM ft TOML S Tf-'AHGE F: " 



'(I 11 dssl with this in response to your ne'it letter.*. 1 
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On page 63, Mhether Linsey believes Byrne to have a drinking problem or 
not, if he's going to broadcast his "belief" throughout the hobby, he'd better 
have solid proof about it. (It's very significant that no one has come forth to 
substantiate this allegation.) Linsey has given no proof beyone his claim that 
3 cons Nere spoiled for bin by Byrne's alleged over -dr i n k i ng . One of these Has 
MaryCon. Yet VoD's write-up of HaryCon Has very positive in tone. 

(II agree that Linsey was wrong to send the letter about Kathy's 
alleged drinking problem. 

It is not at all significant that no one has cone forth to agree with 
Bruce about Kathy's alleged drinking problem. Anyone Hho did so would be 
just as wrong as Bruce was to write his letter in the first place.)) 

Linsey broadcast this foul slander, misled people as to how many copies he 
distributed, then "virtuously" apologized for being "forced" to do such a thing. 
(I suppose someone held a gun to his head and "forced" his to write it, copy it, 
and aail it.) No one forced Linsey to do this. It is ludicrous for him to even 
suggest it. This is just an example of Linsey's not wanting to take 
responsibility for his actions. 

Linsey made this charge a hobby Matter by: 

1) Broadcasting it throughout the hobby. 

2) Bringing in 3 different hobby cons as so-called evidence. 

3) flaking the charge against a prominent hobby member, thus insuring that the 
charge would becoae widely circulated. 

On page 70, Linsey accuses the boycotters of trying ta "destroy" and 
"underline" the IR. May we please have proof of these charges? These charges 
are merely Linsey's i_nt erp.r et at i on of people's actions. They should not be 
taken as fact (nor go unchallenged) unless he can submit proof of these 
allegations. To paraphrase a well-worn coaaercial, Where s the proof? 

Additionally, on page 70, Linsey says boycotting the RP is a "cheap attempt 
to get' me". May we please have proof of this charge? Again, without 
substantiating proof, this is only Linsey's i n t er or et a t i_gn ; not, fact. Again, 
where's the proof? 

((I hope Bruce will respond to these last few paragraphs.)) 
Finally, please convey ay thanks to the artist who drew the cartoon on page 
31. The artist made ae look far aore attractive than I really am. 

((The drawing came from a book of clip art'. For some reason, the 
people who «ake such books assuae there's a greater market for drawings at 
attractive men and women than ugly ones.)) 
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I would like ta make the following comments about 



NF A 



Melinda Ho I ley 

«3 1 . 

First of alt, congratulations. You did a super job 
question #1 on page 25. Your answer designated 1, 2, and 
first question in any way, shape, or form. To reiterate, 

"If Roy Henries is in charge of the ZR, why does he not respond to questions 
about the ZR? Why does all the information available come from Bruce Linsey and 

try and answer this. 



in not answering 
3 did not answer my 
the question reads: 



not Roy Henricks' 



F 1 ease 



1 (What 
another" 1 ) ) 



makes yau think that I would know whj Roy does one thing or 



In your answer designated #4, you say Roy Henricks is in charge of the ZR. 
Mark Berch also tells me this. Bruce Linsey also tells me this. Roy Henricks, 
however, remains silent. So just how do y_gu know Roy Henricks is in charge of 
the ZR" 1 Has he informed you -7 

And if he has contacted you, perhaps you could tell me why he refuses to 
reply to anyone who has criticized him. Does he feel he is not obligated to 
answer us 11 - ((Probably 1 )) Or are we not deserving of answers? ((Did you want me 
to answer that question?)) 

F would also like to see, in NFA, proof of your statement "I find it 
amazing that you would prefer this (no ZR at all) to a ZR coming out with Bruce 
Linsey s help". Since our contact has been limited to the B4AA game and this 
letter column, just how do you know what I prefer or don't prefer? Have I so 
stated this to you 7 If so, please provide a copy of what I said. If someone 
else told you this, please state who told you and what proof they offered. If 
this statement merely reflected your personal opinion, you should have stated 
that and not offered your statement as fact. The proof, please. 

((You complained when Roy Henricks accepted Bruce Linsey's help. At 
that time, Bruce was the only person who had offered to help. Had Roy 
turned down this assistance, the ZR wouldn't have come out, or it would have 
been seriously delayed. Roy had to choose between A and B, You complained 
when he chose A. I assume, therefore that you prefer B to ft. Do you also 
want proof that I find this preference amazing? If so, I'll send you a 
photograph of myself with mouth agape.)) 

I am not disputing Henricks' right to delegate part of the work, such as 
typing, on the ZR to other people. (Although with the ZR over a year late, 
perhaps the b = st thing would have been to REPLACE Henricks coup 1 et e 1 y . ) I am 
not disputing Henricks' right to ask advice from other people. (Although better 
advice could certainly have come from former custodians who are completely 
familiar with the project itself.) However, when Bruce Linsey jointly makes 
polic> decisions, he becomes (in effect) co-custodian. (Policy is the 
prerogative and responsibility of the custodian alone. It is the custodian who 
is ultimately responsible for the finished product.) We are told that Bruce 
Linsey is meretv "typing"; yet he has assumed (either with Roy Henricks' 
approval or without) the prerogatives and responsibilities of the custodianship. 

(ind if the addition of Bruce Linsey to the ZR "staff" hs to increase 
productivity and efficiency, it has certainly failed. The original target date 
to get the ZR out to the hobby, according to Bruce Linsev (not Roy Henricks) , 
was raid February. Here it is, mid-April and no ZR. I certainly don't think 
Henricls can cUim he s been too busy defending himself, putting out a z i ne . 
and GMing gamps to get the ZR out. Certainly Bruce Linsey could make a case of 
being toe b n = v defending himself to get the ZR nut. ..but then we're told Bruce 
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Linsey isn^t getting the ZR out. So what's the excuse for not having the 2ft out 
to the hobby? 

I think it's time tor Roy Henricks to either step down voluntarily as 
custodian of the ZR or be replaced as custodian of the ZR with soneone who is 
competent, efficient, and able to get a relatively simple product out somewhat 
close to schedule. 



((I think the editorial from Roy Henricks (elsewhere in this issue) 
answers most of your questions.)) 

On page 26, you describe a possible scenario tD Steve Langley. It's a nice 
scenario, but it is not an accurate one. 

Since Bruce Linsey knew that I would be on vacation during the diddle of 
August (I'd told him this several tines in the preceeding months), the only 
reason he would call ay office knowing I wouldn't be there would be to get a 
personal phone number. Hy boss, who took the phone call, is a very precise and 
exacting individual. He would not assume an "emergency" unless there was one. 
In this case, he was told it was an emergency. 

(<I hope Bruce will respond to this. In your previous letter, you asked 
why your boss would lie about someone he didn't even know. I doubt that he 
would, but he might well not remember such a brief conversation correctly. 
In remembering verbal conversations, most people do not remember the exact 
words used, but only the "gist" of the conversation. Perhaps your boss is 
an exceptional individual, but if he is not, 1 think it's quite believable 
for him to receive a long distance personal phone call for you fa very 
unusual thing) and assume it was an emergency, and remember the call as 
someone making an emergency phone call.)) 

On page 28, you state the boycotters of the RP are being "childish and 
destructive". How are we being childish? By being vocal that we do not wich to 
participate in something? As far as being "destructive" is concerned, since the 
results of the poll have not yet materialized, where is your proof that we are 
destroying the RP? Don't you think you're being rather presumptuous with this 
charge? How can we be condemned (let alone charged) for destroying something 
which doesn't yet exist? Don't you think you should hold your accusation of 
"destructive" until jrou have some PROOF? 

((How are you (meaning the Runestone poll boycotters) being childish? 
You are refusing to participate in the Runestone poll just because you 
disagree with who is running it. This, to me, resembles the a game of 
"cooties" more than mature adult behaviour. 

Are you saying that I can't call your behaviour destructive until I can 
point to something that you have succeeded in destroying? Your behaviour is 
destructive because, if successful, it will have the effect of making the 
Runestone Poll less valuable to the hobby at large.)) 
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Roy Hen ricks ttThis was orignally printed as an editorial in Envoi;, 
Roy's ^ii.t.JJ ...find now, the final question -- what about the Zing Register? 

Before 1 start, A couple of points to set the iood <my nood) . for all the 

years of my involvement with the gaming hobby, and most especially for the six 
and a half years during which I ve taken a public part in hobby affairs by dint 
of GMinq and publishing, I've made it a point to avoid getting involved in the 
ubiquitous and insidious, not to mention, ridiculous feuds which we seem prone 
to. I've never taken sides, nor made public comment about who was right or 
wrong in these things either as innocent victims, deserving culprits, or just 
third partv fire fuelers. In all these cases, I have, when asked, urged 
moderation. I have abhorred the divisiveness which these feuds bring to what 
is, after all, supposed to be a recreational endeavor. I've been disgusted with 
the way these things are broached publically, then heaped abuse upon heaped 
abuse, until finally those who, like myself, prefer to stay out of the disputes, 
are vilified by one side or the other merely because we continue to like and 
continue to work for a positive relationship with both (all) parties to the 
dispute. "If you are still talking to so-and-so, you must be just like him, 
therefore, you are on his side, therefore you are opposed to my view, therefore 
you are anidiot." That's the sort of crap I've found as my reward for refusing 
to become party to these childish feuds. Hey, if 1 don't like someone, or I am 
strongly opposed to his/her viewpoint, I have an easy out. Just don't have 
anything direct to do with him/her. In any event -- to make a long point short 
- I've already accepted the onus for my malfeasance as a GM and fnvgy 
publisher. ((Roy had not published Envoy for several months. >> Those are 
issues which are totally unrelated to the subject hdh under discussion — the 
£LQ§ Rsg^ster -- except in an indirect sense. So what I am about to say with 
regard to the Zine Register project represents first, my unwitting and innocent 
in/olvement in a massive hobby brouhaha and second, an issue which I consider 
independent of Envoy and Envoy games. Thus, I am not going to permit my 
personal guilt about the Envoy situation to creep into my stand on the Zine 
Register . 

First, let's get a few facts into the record. Mike Mills founded the Zine 
Directory. It was solely his project, and purely voluntary on his part. 1 
believe he funded it entirely from his own resources and sale of the copies of 
the Directory. In any event, he gave the ZD life, and at no time did he ever 
relinquish his patronage of the project until he passed the project on to me 
three years ago. In the interim, Robert Sacks, who for as long as I can 
remember spends his time claiming some fictitious authority over various hobby 
projects, began listing the Zi.Q§ 5it?ctgry custodian as an official of the Mew 
Yorl: Gaming Board. Hike and I chose not to object because there was no harm in 
humouring Robert -- in fact, he gets quite petulant and nasty when he is not 
humoured. I have/had better things to do than get into a pointless 

parliamentary verbal battle with the estimable fir. Sacks. However, at no time 
has the Zine Directory or its successor, the Zine Register, ever been anything 
but the sole property of first, Mike Hills, then myself. Ours to do with as we 
please - beholden to none but those who send us their good old American ((or 
Canadian)) money (or a copy, and to the advertisers who paid for ad space. This 
remains the case today. I cannot, in fact would not, try to prevent someone 
else from publishing a compendium of lines published. 1 cannot, and will not, 
trv to prevent his use of the name Zine Directory or Zine Register, although 1 
Find that in tvpical bad taste -- tantamount to publishing a zine and calling 
it The Vgi.ce oi Doom or such other name. Someone else used that name first -- 
it s part of the reason 1 changed the name Zine Directory to Zine Register -- 1 
felt that Mile Mills was entitled to association with that excellent project, 
and that the Zi_ne Register was mine, not his. I thinl Mile agreed with that 
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sentiaent, and to this day, all credit is due his for starting up the ZD. Based 
on the furor surrounding the current issue of the Zine: Register, it is fair to 
say that the hobby is interested in the project. 

Incidentally, in spite of the fact that I've been at the sane address for 
these past five years, been on Sacks' aailing list the whole time, and am listed 
in the phone directory, at NO T 1 HE did he ever pay ae the courtesy of advising 
ae of ay failure to fulfil ay office as a hobby custodian and his move to 
'iapeach' ae. I became aware of Robert's intent only after he published the 
tetter in which he villified ae for ay neglect of ay hobby duty . Can you see 
Hhy no one takes hia serious? He is really a tragic figure. 

Alas, Robert is not the only one Mho figures that the Zine Register is some 
kind of an obligation' in which 1 have failed to aeet my responsibility. Aside 
froa the greater controversy of Bruce Linsey's assistance, my failure' to 
publish the Zine Register as an annual effort is being labelled as some kind of 
stinting of ay duty. Hell, folks, that is a size ninety-five crock. The only 
people to whoa I have an obligation with regard to the ZR are those who sent 
aoney for advertising, and those Mho sent aoney for a copy. Last issue of the 
ZR was a sizeable aoney loser -- ask anyone who publishes anything other than an 
illegible carbon copy zine and you'll find the priae economic fact of amateur 
'zine publishing life -- you spend aore than you get. la not complaining about 
that end of it -- aore than aost publishers, I was aware of that before I 
accepted the ZR project froa Hike Mills. I volunteered/agreed to/accepted the 
project froa Mike because A) I wanted to do it 8) I knew that if I did it well, 
I'd get lots of assuagement for ay ego C) I felt the hobby valued the project. 
Notice that the good of ay fellow aan (hobbyist) rates a distant third in my 
reasons for publishing the ZR. It, like Envoy and like GMing and like playing 
in gaaes was all done because I wanted to do it. 

...It's a aoot point, but after ay first Zine Register, and on the advice 
of several gaaing friends whose opinions I valued, I had decided that the 19B4 
ZR would be the last annual issue, and that 1 would publish it once every two 
years. ...Admittedly, I intended to get the ZR published in 19B4 -- so the 

biannual nature of this one coaing up is accidental, but I could not justify 
using tiae to da the ZR when I was not keeping Envoy moving. You see, folks, 
with Envoy., I 've acepted aoney to run games and publish a sine," and the people 
involved there have more at stake than just the bucks -- they invest lots of 
tiae into those gaaes, so, unlike the ZR, Inyoy is an obligation. 

...Next, I did a reversal of ay thinking about the contents of the ZR. 
With ay initial offering, I stated that I would include nD zine which failed to 
return a registration form. Since that was ay choice to make, that was the 
■choice I aade. However, in ay Monday aorning chair' I realized that aside 
froa satisfying ay ego -- the ZR was meant to be a place where new hobbyists 
could find information about increasing their involvement in the hobby. 
Therefore, the ZR should strive for completeness. In the first year, I wanted 
scrupulous accuracy, thus required publishers to send their awn listing info. I 
still want accuracy, but felt that completeness could be enhanced without 
sacrificing accuracy by listing the n Dn -r espond t n g lines without any 
editorializing. Let's face it, if a zine is printed, d i gest -si z ed , runs 
Diplomacy and Wool worth, and sells far 3 mustard jar labels per issue -- how 
much inaccuracy can you inject when stating exactly that? As it turns out, this 
decision of mine became a matter of much discussion. But. ..to this day, I am 
absolutely certain that it is really a red herring being used by some publishers 

principally because of the other controversial- issue Bruce Linsey's 

involvement. 
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Well, here is how this all cane about. ...as the days passed into weeks, the 
number of inquiries published and/or written about the ZR got increasingly 
larger. Not like it was a deluge, but more and aore folks Here understandably 
curious. Where was the ZR? When is it coming out? One day, the phone rang, 
and, to my surprise, it was Bruce Linsey. Now, I know Bruce is the subject of 
several feuds within and without the hobby, and I have some opinions about the 
things Bruce has done, not done, been alleged to have done or not done, etc. I 
spoke Hith Bruce at great length about how he and I differ on some things and 
agree on others. Didn't you hear about that 7 No' You lean to say that we kept 
our disagreements/ agreements on a private level"' Unheard of! 1 met Bruce 
personally on a couple of occasions and found hi'm to be someone with whom I 
shared a common bond, and with whom I could agree or disagree without having to 
stand unalterably opposed to Bruce Linsey or inflexibly 'for' Bruce Linsey. In 
short, I like Bruce. I think he has been good for the hobby. The Novice 
Package surely cost h i * time and money, but was certainly instrumental in 
helping some folks enjoy the hobby more. (I bet Bruce did it for the enjoyment 
he got out of doing it!) The Voice of Oggm was published regularly as clockwork 
for five years, adding immensely to his subbers' enjoyment of their hobby. I 
fee! certain the vast majority of them feel like they got their moneys worth. 
If you didn't like it, don't subscribe. So, when Bruce called and said "Is 
there any way I can help you with the Zine Regi.st.er?" I said, "What kind of help 
are you offering?" and he said "Anything I can do to help out." Bruce was the 
first to offer his help, furthermore, he offered to do the most difficult 
portions of the job -- gathering the data and typing it for publication. Hey, 
hers I was, going to get all the credit while Bruce did all the work. Mot bad. 
we discussed his controversial status and its possible effect on the project. I 
thought momentarily and decided that he was just the person for the job -- a 
proven record of getting projects done on time (whether you liked them or not, 
they were on time), lots of keyboard time and knowledge that some of this is 
drudgerv, recently wound down a major publishing effort, thus with at least some 
time void, and finally, and most of all, , willing to do the job. Bruce agreed 
that I would still call the shots, but I said that I was interested in his ideas 
and input. We both understood that I was under no obligation tD do things his 
way, but that he was under an obligation to do things my way. As it happened, 
we agreed on each step of the process. Bruce is of like mind with regard to the 
completeness' issue, and therefore, I admit, that I might well have been 
persuaded by him to adopt that as ZR philosophy if I had not already so decided. 
Bruce is a persuasive person and the combination of my relief at having found an 
easy out' and his strong arguments favouring that choice removed any doubts 
from mv mind on that issue. 

Actually, we did not expect that completeness' would be an issue. He did 
e::pect some limited flak because Bruce was 'involved', but I had no idea that so 
many people would raise so many spurious objections. Some asked why Bruce was 
doing all the talking for the ZR. Answer: If I had time to do all the talking, 
I would not have needed help from Bruce. He and 1 agreed on every step -- he 
submitted letters and forms to me as a courtesy before sending them out 
^although I had no objection to him sending then without so doing -- if you 
don't have confidence in the people who help you, don't accept their help) -- he 
answered some letters and published objections because they were directed at him 
how could 1 (even if I had the time) answer them better? But the ZR was, and 
still is, my project. 

I want to thank Mark Berch for publicly defending me specifically (and the 
right of any publisher to do as he sees fit). Thanks Mark -- I could not have 
said it better than you did. 
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I want to than!: Rod Halter for the courtesy with which he couched his 
letters. Although some of your facts about Envoy Here in error (understandable, 
since you were not a player in any Envoy gate and did not get the interim 
flyers) your position is both defensible and correct, although I hope you will 
at least mention the ZR in Dig World when it does come out -- even if you feel 
compelled to publish it Hith a caveat'. 

Thanks also to several old-tine Envoy, subbers for encouraging letters and 
such. You knot* who you are, and you are appreciated. 

To Melinda Holley: I've never had the privilege of seeing your zine. I * 
sure it is an excellent effort, if your zeal is any indication. I hope to see a 
copy one day. And, as you become .ore widely known in the hobby, you will 
almost certainly take choices that don't agree with everyone. When people start 
telling you how to run your zine, please take as little offense as I did when 
you decided to tell ae how to run nine. 

To those who will boycott' the Zine Register because Bruce had something 
to do with it's well that may be your loss. But I ve got the last laugh on 

many of you. Bruce had something to do with the 1983 Zine Register too he 

bought a copy. So you paid for tainted Material ha ha' ""if you don't want 

the Zine Register because of the completeness issue, that is a sensible 
choice, but if you don't want it because Bruce typed the stuff, then you are 
being foolish. You don't have to justify your choice to me. 

To Mike Mills: I'm sorry that the project you founded became such a source 
of frustration to so many people. Interestingly, I've heard from a number of 
people that you were witling to resume the project, but not from you. I'd be 
happy to consider a collaborative effort on the next one - assuming you and I 
agree that there is justification for another. Anyhow, I believe you'd back my 
position on this, but even if you don't thanks for getting the ZD started. 

To Gary Coughlari: thanks for continued support. Vou are a valued friend, 
and you continue to publish what is arguably the best zine in Dipdom. 

To Bruce: a million thanks for volunteering. You are more accustomed to 
the flak than I am, but I know you were distressed by the inanity Df most of it 
as I was. Your help made the project possible, and though I anticipate a less- 
than-overwhel ming demand for the ZR, I fault the narrow-mindedness which seems 
to flourish in the hobby, and not you. 

To the hobby in general: the Zine Register will be mailed on or around the 
22nd of April to all those who have sent for a copy. Those of you who publish 
if you will -- please consider plugging it for the benefit of your subbers ~- 
tbSi ■ake the choice as to whether they want a copy or not. 

((I talked to Roy do April 24, and he said the the ZR was at the 
printer. ) ) 



Mark Berch vou were "shocked" by Bruce's attempt to male long 
distance phone calls and not pay for them 7 Oti^ Enclosed is a pealed, 
uncancelled Canadian stamp. Are you shocked? 

(<No. I'm not shocked. Postage stamps have long since ceased to 
inspire terror in me. 1 m returning your stamp se that vou can use it to 
try and shod: someone else. I i 
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John CarUSO What' Another double issue 1 It Has another fine issue, 
despit.t . u^jIjIu t andar dness (I explain this Mand I reply to it)) later on). 
Now I I noH why Nf A is among my favourite lines. 

It might interest you to l;non that I've accepted Doug Beyerlein's offer to 
art as ombudsman, which both Rod Walker, Hark Berch, and a host of others 
support. DDug on the other hand, Has very apprehensive, almost as if he really 
didn't want to do it. fill that the proceedings are waiting for now is Linsey s 
acceptance. I've been waiting a month for a response. 

Regarding ombudsmen and Beyerlein's offer, Kathy opted for Doug's other 
Lhmcp ~- "othing to do with Linsey. I agree with her choice. I, too, want 
nothing to do with him, because of his statements and actions, but there are 
same things that must be resolved first, at least for me, so I opted for Doug's 
other choice - ombudsman. There are many others who have problems with Linsey, 
too. Whether they decide to go to an ombudsman or not is up to them. I would 
hope that if they don't, that they'd take the other option, but that is a 2-way 
street, and Linsey would have to follow suit too. He hasn't done this with 
regard to lathy, what with the "drunken letter", the "unfit Mother letter", the 
"Pyrnecon gunboat incident", and his continual attacks and unsubstantiated 
allegations in NF A regarding Kathy. The point is, it appears, Linsey doesn't 
want to let it drop 1 

I'm sorry if some of these remarks aren't as specific as you'd like. Just 
take unsubstantiated allegations and attacks to mean Linsey's phone call claims. 
When a solution is reached, I will make sure that you get a copy, Steve, and 
that it becomes public knowledge. 



John CSfUSO Regarding the great ZR debate, Linsey asked who else 
vd 1 >n * i tr c d . LiiLlu^ed are the "cc's" to you -- one is written by me 9/12 to Roy 
after returning from F'udgecon, the other is Hills' response to my letter to him, 
with his return postmarked envelope 11/7. Note -- I gave Roy time to respond, 
then contacted Mike. Both Hike and I volunteered to help Roy. I received no 
response from Roy at all. 

Mile backed down when Linsey announced Roy chose him, because Mike is not 
controversial. The truth ts, Roy had 2 volunteers, one of them the founder of 
the ZR (and who would be better qualified than the ZR's founder) yet he ignored 
both people who volunteered lone volunteer l(Carusol) offered to help with his 
game placement, too). He either withheld that info from Linsey, or Linsey lied 
about knowing he was the only volunteer. 

I agree with Rod Walker that hobby actions should have strong bearing upon 
whether a person should be allowed to be a custodian. Enclosed is a third 
letter 2/13/85 me to Henncks. I've not received a response from that either, 
'tie way things stand right now, Roy Henricks, due to his Envoy, publishing 
practices and his not adjudicating or placing his games, is an unreliable 
pubber/GM and he has also stolen (to date) his subbers and players' money. I 
can not, with an open, clear conscience plug the sale of, nor direct people to 
Roy Henricks for the purpose of purchasing, the ZR. He's stolen money, and 
until he corrects that debt, he should not be sent anv further money. I would 
also sugqest that people not send in info sheets about their zines until the 
>l <•>■ 1 \ - - or t er t ed . 
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As for Linsey s part with the ZR, 1 have no quarrel with him doing the 
legwork or typing. But he should not flake up the inf prnation on people's 
'lines, nor list people if they choose not to be. However, as a helper only, 
the policy is not up to him tD decide. Some people get the impression he's 
running the show. And since he's the only one of the two responding, rightfully 
so. But he shouldn't be running things, as his official title is only The 
Hel per . 

I reconend that until we get an honest ZR custodian 
plug the ZR nor send money or info to Roy, especially if he 
current debts. 

I have also written to both Keith Sherwood and Jib Bab 
orphan directors, and an under the understanding that they 
process of attempting to place Roy's ganes. 

I feel in the intern, Dipcom should "draft" Mile Mills to take back his 
ZR, and put out the ne;:t one. And if he wants to keep Linsey as his helper, 
that's his business. Maybe then we won't have to have a mandatary listing, and 
people will voluntarily send in their awn info, correct and current, and the ZR 
people won't feel that they have to make up things tD make the ZR look credible. 

By the way, the publishers of the ZR are responsible for its information 
being accurate, not those who are listed, unless the listees deliberately 
submitted false information. If someone is listed against their will and the 
info is incorrect, it's the ZR publisher's fault, not the 'zine, and the ZR 
should be responsible for any inconveniences or hardship, and at a minimum offer 
amends. 



that people do 
doesn't clear up 

Burgess, the two 
are presently in 



not 
his 

new 
the 



P. 5. My official position is: 

1) I support hobby services including ZR. 

2) I oppose the Henricks ZR because Henricks has stolen subber/pl ayer money and 
been an irresponsible, unreliable pubber/GM. 

3) I'm indifferent to Linsey as ZR helper. 

4) I'm indifferent to Linsey the hobbyist, even though I want no contact with 
him. 

5. I am opposed to his actions and words which I hope to resolve through an 
ombudsman . 

6. I am opposed to anyone creating info about anyone else s zine for the 
purposes of listing it in the ZR. 



UMuch of this is irrelevant now that Roy's (elsewhere this issue) has 
come out. I also believe Roy is now honouring Envoy subscriptions.)) 



John Caruso i 



too saw things in Magus that I wanted to 
but 1 was bound by Steve's decision like everyone else was. Steve 
one month to send in "our side". Berch sent in his, Linsey didn't, 
so did others. I thought Steve treated us all fairly and the same, 
start returning mail ta Linsey until well after the "one time feud 
one had a right Df reply to what was said. Both Linsey and Berch were handled 
just like the rest of us, except Linsey may have been forewarned about what 
might appear — all the more reason to write! Can t Berch defend his position 
without nitpicking others' words, or employing other debate class tricks? 



respond to, 
gave us all 
I did, and 
He didn't 
issue". No 



((Even if everyone is treated equally, a "one time" issue with no right 
of reply is not a good way to deal with a feud situation. Mark is entitled 
to a chance to defend himself against what was said in that issue. You 
also entitled to a chance to defend yourself. Since Langley isn't 
either of you defend yourselves in Magus, I 
NFfi. ; ) 



m happy to let you do 



are 
letting 
so i n 
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John Caruso ! too am interested in motives, though Rod Walker's 
"retaiiait appears childish. One can make a case that he -fired Robert Sacks 
from the DW staff in 1 <? 9 1 to "retaliate", because Rod hates Robert. That's 
unimportant. What is important is this -- like it or not, when Pont folded up 
in the mid 1970s, KGD Has the only game opening list. Robert, betHeen DM 
publishing dates, sent KGO monthly to every custodian and Host zines listed on 
his openings list. He was providing a regular, outside af DW , service. Rdd has 
every right to replace Robert on the DW staff, for whatever reasons (though 
cresting a straw man was so obvious back then), but Rod could not and still 
cannot fire Robert from doing the public, monthly service. Rod then decided to 
male his list a monthly list too, and the rest you all know. For Rod to say 
because DW runs a game opening listing that no one else can have a game opening 
service, especially when, at Dne time, Robert ran both the DW and monthly 
service, is ridiculous. That's like Rod saying because DW plugs zines, no one 
el 59 can run a ZR . 

The ideal solution Mould be for Rod and Robert to harmoniously work 
together and bury all of the hatred, distrust, and suspicions. Especially in 
Rod's case. He wants us to believe he's for peace and harmony, yet his "10 
years war"' with Robert is counterproductive to Oipdom. An amicable solution was 
at hand two years ago, and it still is. Both of these hard workers have so much 
they can give Dipdom, if only they'd just try to work out problems instead of 
escalating them. (I agree, it's rude to call Robert "Bob" when he doesn't like 
the n?BB "Bob".) 

HI don't think either of us should waste much time waiting for Robert 

r -=ict= =>.r<<i Pad Walter to "harmoniously work together".)) 



John Caruso Just as Woody, Kathy, myself, Dick It Julie, Mark Boney, 
Mart Ihiilips jud others think that Linsey's letter to Francine was sick 
(whether content or just the idea of sending a letter), and Linsey and you and 
others disagree, so it is with the "slimy" label you put on Bob Olsen's letter 
on paae 21. I don't view it as "slimy". (What I do view as "slimy" is the 
overall mean and hateful! tone towards Bob in your 'zint, overkill 
01 senoashi ng. ) Who is to say whose opinion is correct, yours or mine. The 
pnint is, we each have our opinion of what we read. That's another very good 
reason to not male the Francine letter public either -- what will it accomplish? 
It'll allow people to have their opinions on my family's private matters. 
Linsey shouldn't have written the letter. Our personal lives are our business, 
and Linsey violated that. We don't want him in our lives. 

((Your own example points out why you should make public your version 
of the Francine letter. When I called Bob's letter "slimy", everyone who 
read that statement could see Bob's letter and judge for himself. When 
lathy called Bruce s letter "sick" (and others called it much worse), we 
weren't allowed to see the letter and judge for ourselves. A serious 
accusation was made against Bruce; the hobby has the right to judge for 
itself whether or not the charge was justified. 

The letter Bruce wrote tD Francine is not a private matter of your 
family- Since one of your family members chose to make a very serious 
charqe about another person, and the only proof of that charge is in this 
tetter, the letter is a public matter.il 
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Likewise, another reason that I never nade the Frartcine letter public is 
because Linsey reneged on an offer to pay *50 if we could prove a certain letter 
existed. (We claiaed Linsey sent it — he denied it.) 1 sent copies to many 
people and quoted it. Linsey never paid the *50. (I recommended it as a 
donati on to the BNC. ) 

((This is very good news indeed. I've been looking for proof of 
Linsey's dishonesty with little success. Now you tell me that Bruce was 
dishonest, and not only can you prove it, but you already have proven it. 
If you send ae a copy ofthis letter and a copy of Bruces offer to pay you 
*50 for it, I'll send you *100 in U.S. currency. I will also print copies 
of each in NFA under an enormous headline reading: BRUCE LINSEY PROVEN 
DISHONEST. If you cannot provide ne with these things, however, I'll assume 
that y.gu are the one being dishonest, which will also be duly noted in 
NFA.lt 

Regarding the Linsey note to Dick that you keep harping on, if there was 
such a note, it would be easily provable. To expect Bob to have a note that 
went froa Linsey to Dick is ludicrous. But that's not ay point. I heard the 
saae story, except I interpreted what I heard to mean that Linsey phoned Did:. 
At worst, Bob is guilty of ai s i n t erpr et i n g what he heard, or pssibly niswnting 
it (or possibly you aistyped it ((I didn't.)) -- there are many other 
poss ibilities) . 

<<I'a breaking the paragraph here to respond. No, I wouldn't expect 
Bob to have the note, but I would expect hia to get it. I doubt that Dick 
and Bruce "reach out and touch each other" often, so 1 suspect even the 
phone call story would be untrue. If Bob is just repeating a story he heard 
froa soaeone else, l a willing to let hia off the hoot; groyided that he 
tells ae who this other gersgn is. It seeas that an untrue story is 
floating around; I'd like to know who started it.)) 

However, Rod Walker aade a gross aisstateaent regarding the pre-Marycon 
phone call in that he alleged that I said I threatened to declare Linsey's games 
irregular, a statement easy enough to prove or disprove since I ve written much 
on it. Hhat.did you do? Call Rod to the carpet? No, you calmly corrected his 
error. What did you do to Bob? You tried to discredit hi«- I'm sure Bob can 
talk for himself, though after last issue's "bashing", I wouldn't be surprised 
if he never writes to NFA again. He nade a aistake, and you attempted to 
discredit hia. Others aade mistakes, and you corrected thea. Hardly fair. Bob 
aight be advised to take care in exactly what he writes, but you too would be 
best advised to stop treating the Linsey detractors so shabbily, and Linsey s 
supporters with double standard advantages. 

((Rod made a statement in NFA 29/30 that I was virtually certain was 
not true. I corrected hia. Bob Olsen aade a statement in NFA 27/2B that 1 
doubted was true, but I really only had Bruce Linsey s word to go on. So, I 
asked Bob to provide proof or retract his statement. He had the chance to 
retract his statement, and, had he done so he would have been treated 
relatively well. I "tried to discredit him" only after it was clear that he 
deserved to be discredited, i.e. after he had made an untrue statement and 
failed to retract it. Do you doubt that I would treat Rod Walker badly if 
he made an untrue statement and failed to retract it. (Hint: reread some 
old issues of NFA before answering 'yes'!) 

I tend to give people the response I figure they deserve. Your letters 
this issue have been relatively calm and rational, so I haven't come down 
hard on you. If you sent the sort of letter for which Bob Olsen is fast 
becoming famous, you HQuId have gotten the sort of response I give to Olsen. 
Fair enough*'!) 
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John Caruso I made a comment about the double standard elsewhere. 
Last l^^-j, f uu btaled that there Mas "lots of innuendo" in Bob Olsen's letter 
on pacts 21. yet you don't specify, i knew what his letter referred to. Maybe 
an uninformed person would not, but let's not kid ourselves, you are not naive 
nor uninformed. Don't insult our intelligence. Specify the innuendoes, and 
I 11 explain them to you. If your double standard demands us to be specific, 
then you should be too. 

((Innuendo is unfavourable suggestions or insinuations, as opposed to 
specific charges. Whether something is or is not innuendo isn't a matter of 
arbitrary opinion. Nor does it require any great di scerniient . Anyone with 
the brains most of us were born with should be able to tell whether or not a 
statement is innuendo. Since anybody could look up on the sane Qage and see 
the innuendo, I did not feel the need to point out specific examples. But, 
if vou insist, I'll do so now. The following are pieces of innuendo fro» 
Bob Olsen's letter: 

1) "...all those letters he's been sending out under somebody else's name" 

2) "...thus do i join a list of .-.< those) ... who somehow just didn't come up 

to Linsey's lofty standards" 

7! "F'oor oppressed Bruce Linsey. He still doesn't understand that there is 
no big lie, no mass hate mailing, no one person he can drive out, that will 
win back all the people he has driven away, or undo the damage he has done, 
find, sadly, most lil;ely he never will." 

4) "...Bruce Linsey. . . never errs no matter how many people are hurt while he 

doesn't,.." i 

5) "Lite everything else he writes, Linsey's letter was an intricate tissue 
of lies and carefully-phrased deliberate deceptions." 

6i "his fantasies about the Byrnecon gunboat game incident" 

7! "Criticism of Linsey is useless since he doesn't care whether his actions 
are right or wrong as long as he gets his name in print a lot. 

I think that this is "lots" of innuendo for a half-page letter. Do you 

a g r e e ' ) ) 

Vou also didn't ask for proof from Gary Coughlan when he called a letter 
from fob Olsen in March an "insulting letter". That is a provable claim. Dd I 
smalt a double standard? One for Linsey's supporters, and one for Linsey's 

detractors" 

MIf vou look at my responses to your other letters this issue, you'll 
see that you make some claims that I could challenge but don't. I don't 
feel compelled to challenge every claim that anybody makes. But, since you 
challenged Gary, I hope he'll tell us why he considered Olsen's letter 
insulting.)) 

Vou stated last issue "Both Bruce and Kathy have been sending ugly stuff to 
each other". You have yet to give one current example of Kathy doing this 
(current meaning 1985). You always refer to "The Ethical Bruce Linsey" which 
was put out in August 1984 and was a public document. Yet you continue to 
spread, and allow others to spread, through your :ine unspecified charges that 
lathy is "sending ugly stuff". Let's see the proof -- dates, whom to -- in 
print and a copy to me would be sufficient. Otherwise, I suggest that you take 
your own advice and retract these claims, and that you have those making similar 
claims do likewise. Prove the provable, or retract the claim. I'm not debating 
content, I'm questioning the existence vou have vet to prove, yet vou continue 
to publish as factual. 
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HI assume you're referring to ay reply to Ron Brown s letter, in which 
I said: "Both Bruce and kathy have been sending ugly stuff about each 
other, unfortunately." Later in the saae reply, I said: "For Hhat it's 
north, Kathy has said very little lately. It has been her friends and 
supporters' who have done aost of the talking." Even if, as you suggest, 
Kathy hasn't sent any ugly stuff in the last few nonths, ay statements would 
still be true. ) ) 

You are also setting a bad example here with provable, non-pr ovab i e . 
Unprovable reaarks are irresponsible, and in the case of most of the ones we re 
dealing with, they are shearing fabrications, soae of then bordering on 
unethical or libel. If these nonprovable (unsubstantiated allegations) are 
allowed to stand here, it could generate a whole new scope to feuding. Bernie 
Oaklyn/Tretick was blasted for these actions, and now your 'zine encourages 
thea, and tells those who ask their accuser to prove the unsubstantiated 
allegation that it's "unprovable" or "your word against his" or that it's 
acceptable. The person who levels the charge is responsible to prove it, or 
retract it. 1 aay not agree with Rod Walker and Mark Berch all of the tiae, but 
that is one area where we agree. Your unprovable scapegoat is a sham to protect 
those who are Baking these wild accusations. 

((The question of unprovable stateaents is an interesting one, but 1 
think the best tiae to discuss it would probably be after the feud is behind 
us - It isn't really a feud issue since both sides have been making 
unprovable charges. 

If you really want to keep discussing it now, though, I'm willing to 
respond . > ) 

P.S. The failure to prove the easily provable aakes it seea very unlikely that 
these claias are untrue. 

(<I suspect I'll quote you on that soae day.)) 



John CarUSO Regarding the Francine letter. You will never be a 
parent, bteve, unless the Canadian laws are super-liberal and you adopt. I m 
not up on Canadian law, so I can't cowmen t on that. But anyone who is a parent 
will tell you it is the parent or guardians responsibility to look after the 
welfare of their children. They are the ones who aust take care of their 
children, look after thea in sickness, worry about thea when they're overdue, 
attempt to teach thea the difference between right and wrong, and hope they grow 
up to be good, .responsible adults. Ask any parent with a teenager about an 
overdue child. 

((Whether or not I'll ever be a parent is irrelevant. The 
responsibilities of parenthood are not a complete mystery to me.)) 

fit any rate, we have three kids. Phyllis, the oldest, is 5 t r ee t -smar t . 
Frank, Francine s twin, is less street-smart, but with a mouth that sometimes 
gets him in trouble. Then there's Francine -- she is not street-smart, and is 
the more vulnerable of the three to (what Fran! would call) a slick operator, 

*> h r> iti i g h • < i n j I rjn >. 1 ft-? a n e- a 5 ■- target. 
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l •? *■ = loo! St. Hip (acts. It does not matter whether you or Linsey or h a 1 f 
the hobbv things Linsey is straight, or it half the hobby thinks Linsey is 
" s i c I " . The only imartant fact is that Kathy thinks Linsey is sick. She has 
thought Linsey to be "sick" since Jan. B3. Want proofs Linsey circulated 
(■ a t h y ' s not -tor print letter in which she refers to this. Again in Sept 83, in 
a private letter to Highfield (which he un t h i n k i ng 1 y prints) she mentions that 
= he ttiinl 5 he s sick. In both cases, Linsey and numerous hobbyists saw this, 
and there can be no doubt about haw she feels towards Linsey and what this 
sickness is in regard to -- young girls and his ((alleged)) infatuation with 
them. This stated public fact makes it inconceivable that she'd ever ask Linsey 
to write to her daughter. (By the way, the letter was alleged to have been sent 
2/84, yet Linsey didn't publicly acknowledge sending any letter until your 12/04 
issue, 10 months later, and at the same time stated he did so with kathy's 
permission. Then in your 2/85 letter, a year later, he tries to tell people 
that Francine thanted him. Francine was upset by the letter, and she did not 
t h ? n I him.) Furthermore, in Nov fc Dec, we had 2 Byrnecons that Linsey said were 
ruined for him (why anyone would return for a second after the first is beyond 
me!. Vet he wants people to believe that he and Kathy were friends straight 
through all of this adversity- Linsey's unsubstantiated claims that he had 
Kathy 's permission and Frantine's thank you are fabricated and editorializing 
sensationalism, in a feeble attempt to justify why he's write a letter to the 12 
ye?r old daughter, a non-hobbyist, of an adult (parent) that thinks he's sick. 

It doesn't matter whether Linsey or anyone else thought his letter, or his 
conduct was sick. It only matters to the parent of the minor that Linsey is 
approaching. If I thought a mere letter was I crime, I'd have prosecuted, that 
vou can count on. But the interference into the personal life of a hobbyist 
(tathy! by a hobbyist that she views as having a problem (Linsey) is all the 
justification she needs. Vou don't have to believe Linsey or the letter to be 
sick. Kathy did. ...Let's keep two things in their perspective -- Kathy 
exposing Linsey s interference in her life is not an attack on his personal 
lift?. His interference in Kathy's personal life is where the violation is, and 
he s done it time and again (with the 0TB "drunken" and "unfit mother" letters, 
thf? Jan B3 VgD where he allowed Alex to print a defamatory smear of part of 
Kathy s lifestyle which prompted her letter to flies: and Linsey, the billed calls 
that she almost lost her job over I . 



Ml realize that Bruce and Kathy have fought in the past, but there 
have been times when they've at least tried to get along. Why would Kathy 
qive permission for someone she considers "sick" to write to her daughter? 
Perhaps for the same reason she invited this supposedly diseased person into 
her house. The fact that Bruce wanted to and was allowed to go to Byrnecons 
shows *hat Bruce and Kathy were then on better terns than they are now. 

! agree that Kathy has the right to decide what's best for her 
daughter. If she wants to tell Bruce to have nothing to do with Francine, 
she can do so whether or not she has a valid reason. That s part of being a 

P rell eut 1 fait to see how being Francine's mother entitles Kathy to make 
serious accusations against Bruce and not prove them. If parenthood grants 
you protection from the libel laws, perhaps 1 should start looking for a 

y i d 1 

Bruce s statements about the Francine letter (e.g. that it was sent 
with la'hy 5 permission and that Francine thanked him) were made in response 
* P rathy = charge that he sent Francine a "sick" letter. This charge should 
b» easily provable, and Kathy said she could prove it, yet Kathy has failed 
to pro-f it- Bruce was attemptionq to defend himself against a very 
serious, unsubstantiated allegation. For this, you accused him of 

"editorialising sensationalism". Have vou no shame^>> 
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John Caruso Now, my response to your comments in NFA to me. First, 
the clarification. Rod Walker Mas forcing me to be listed in his game openings 
list, despite the fact that 1 had no viable games available and didn't want new 
blood (telling Me I have to fill games, like it or not). The boycott told me 1 
couldn't get a right of reply using FiM <telling me and others to not publish 
FiM, or my opinions). Mind you, no proof was given to boycott FiM, only 
unsubstantiated allegations. Since Fl.M Mas documented, allegations were 

provable, but none were given. Furthermore, I'm not an elitist or egotist. I 
can accept criticism, yet Linsey never once approached me to ask for an apology 
or correction. Ditto Walker -- in NFA all he did Has heap unsubstantiated 
allegations on me. I'm a reasonable person. And if FiM made any such 
allegations itself, in a serious tone, with no proof, I'd have to retract then. 
But it was easier for Linsey to draH up a boycott then have me prove his claims 
to be f at se. 

I find it hypocritical though. The same people who would have Fift 
boycotted would also print a letter from me. It doesn't matter if both say the 
same, the boycott was something to rally the troops. My letters are OK, F^M is 
not. Strange? Oh, and I don't Mind if my punctuation, spelling or grammar is 
off. I've had people try to belittle me through this method (Linsey in VoD It 100 
page 248, and Kelley in SK #35 page 46) to no avail. If they have to belittle 
your grammar, their case can't be too strong, now can it? Sometimes I get 
wordy, and other times I get sidetracked or miss my own point. Sometimes. But 
generally, despite the fact that I don't use the elitists' big words, I do 
manage to get my point across. 

((I agree with you that it's pretty cheap to belittle yau for your bad 
grammar and spelling. It leaves a very bad taste in my mouth when I see it 
done by Linsey, Kelley, or anybody else. But, as a publisher I would much 
rather print your views as a letter with spelling and some grammar corrected 
than as an issue of F^M. I think this is understandable. 

I didn't agree with the boycott of Fi_M, which is why I refused to take 
part in it. But, I don't think you're giving a fair and accurate account of 
the boycott. It wasn't designed to take away your right of reply, since yau 
would still be able to send letters to these lines. Any publisher has the 
right to decide which sublines he'll allow in his 'line. If someone decides 
he doesn't want Foot in Mouth for any reason, he has the right to refuse it. 
Brute's letter trying to get people to join the boycott did give specifics: 
long passages guoted from three different issues of FiM.)) 

Kelley was not a liar because he wrote in NFA 27/28 that he forgot writing 
the letter, he is a liar because of what he wrote in SK K35 page 4 months 
before! "Not only do I lack any skill at karate (or any other martial art)..." 
and he called my remarks "indefensible". Not only did I prove them, I proved he 
once threatened someone, in print. That is indefensible. 

He is obliged to apologise in SK for lying and obliged to apologise in NFA 
for likewise, in response to me in NFA 27/28. I also expect an apology from the 
learned John Kelley for the remark in 27/29 "Fuck you John". Otherwise, I will 
insist that you print Kelley's original I960 letter, and his address, so your 
readers can write to him. I didn't just challenge Kelley, I proved that he 
lied, beyond the shadow of a doubt, with documentation. 
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((John didn't lie if his statement was true. His statement (that he 
has no skill at karate or any other martial art) is true if, as he claims, 
he had little knowledge of Tae Kwon Do to begin with and quietly lost that 
knowledge. That would make his original statement ("why should I, a student 
of Tae i won Do.. .resort to brawling when I can break his neck as easily as 
turning off a light switch?") greatly exaggerated, as were many of his 
statements five years ago. 

Specific examples of Brown's "irrational wild public statements" -7 You have 
to be kidding. You're not naive to them, but if you want to waste your time, 
spare and money, and mine, will these few do 7 

If NFfi 27/30: "what makes my stomach turn is the ' of f - 1 he-r ecor d ' stuff 
Kathy's been sending out about him. ftt least what Linsey says is based on 
truth, even if exaggerated and emotionally charged. Kathy doesn't seem to care 
about the truth at all, as long as she makes him sound like some sort of 
monster." He doesn't give one example of the charge against Kathy and says when 
Linsey says it, it's "based on truth", despite the fact taht he hasn't proven 
mast of his allegations against Kathy. If he has, I'd like to see this proof. 

2) Accused Bob 01 sen of "completely closed his mind" and "will turn on 
friends in a vicious assault if they don't share his views." Mind you, Bob's 
attitude that Ron describes is in answer to Ron's above-mentioned wild statement 
that he can't prove, and only sent to Bob to dissuade Bob away tram Kathy. If 
that wasn't his intent, then let's see the accompanying OTR proof! 

3) "She can decide to stop spreading lies" -- Where's the proof she's 
spreadinq anything, let alone lies? 

4! "imagined enemies" Linsey attacked her in VgD, and sent all those 

of f-the-record mass mailings, yet her enemy is imagined? 

5> "continue as she has since last May" Where's your proof again, 
Brown" 1 Vour words are cheap attempts to make it look like it's been both of 
them since May. It has not been. In fact, in Hay we tried to defuse this we 
saw if building for months, so did Linsey. {Enclosed a copy of my letter to 
Linsey. I handed it to him at WaryCon with a 'line and refund cheque.) Linsey 
claims the irregular threat in May (no proof), I claim a rational attempt at 
detente (proof enclosed). Linsey wanted a feud, and started one. He had no 
need to start it. 

6) "I reached my conclusion that Bruce needed all the help I could give 
him, not because of anything Bruce said, but because of what Kathy has been 
saying about him." Again, no proof. Right or wrong, crimes or not, Brown 
doesn't care — support Linsey at all costs. It's one thing to be a friend, 
it '= another to fabricate imaginary attacks on your friend by his opponent, 
charge the opponent with them without proof, and overlook all of the gross 
improprieties of your friend. 

7) "I have heard from good authority that a circular letter describing ... 
was circulated by Steve Arnawoodian, and not by Bruce Linsey." Sure, you 
corrected this one. If it wasn't such a vile attempt at lying, either by Brown 
or his unnamed "good authority" who either doesn't know what's going on or is 
deliberately trying to discredit Linsey 's detractors, it would be humourous. 
And of course, Brown didn't ask for proof from his "good authority". Why should 
he? I t =. what Brawn wants to believe, despite the fact that he's read in print 
that Linsey i= the one sending this stuff, and Linsev even admitted it was his 
letter in NFA 27/28 and Steve verified it. He Inowinglv printed that false 
rracl how do I know that" 1 - his first sentence from NFA 29/30 page IB "So 
yen are stilt alive after handing out NFA 27/28 in F 1 ush i r>q " " 



39 



Are these enough examples? Here's more' Fro» prior to 29/30 which 
prompted me to write ay remarks. 

6) (Snafu 45 page 6> In discussing a ruling Kathy made as the BNC 
involving a game Broun Has a player in "in order not to violate one of her 
rules". For Ron's information, they were not her rules, they are Dipdom's, to 
protect players froa being subjected to GH improprieties. And both dark Berch 
and Rod Walker concurred with her decision. It's understandable why he's upset 
-- he lost a chance at ((getting credit for>> a win because the GM goofed. But 
he takes it out on Kathy, the BNC. 

9) "if the BNC is going to change the ground rules in m i d - s t r earn and impose 
new regulations...* I agree with Ron 100'i except that he is charging this 
happened, and doesn't offer one bit of proof. 

10) "The apparent purpose of this zine is to ridicule and humiliate 
selected victiMs each issue. It is ugly, vicious, slanderous and pointless." 
This he said about FiM -- no specifics, no proof, just vicious hate words, maybe 
it's a repay because Kathy declared a game he was about to win irregular? ((And 
maybe not?)l (FiH could be viewed as pointless, but where's the proof of its 
purpose and the other three adjectives he heaps on me -- it's easily provable 
Fid is a public publication. If it was opinion, he night have a case -- he 
clans it is these things. > That's like the slighted smear remark Brown made in 
NFA 29/30 "great goddess Byrne". It seems that Ron carries his hatreds a long 
tine, and for no apparent reasons. The 6M ' s ignorance cost him ((credit for)) 
the gaae, not the BNC. Maybe all of this negativism towards us is founded in 
that BNC decision. ((And aaybe not?)) How fannish of him! How civil of him! 
How fair and unbiased and human of hi*! Hind you, it was wrong of me to print 
those unsubstantiated allegations he's levelled at me, but in the same issue he 
brags "I aade soae extreme statements at tines, but that was partially tongue in 
cheek and partially to provoke a reaction. And sometimes 1 just can't resist a 
given phrase..." So nice of him. He's allowed tongue in cheek, and 
provocations and extreme remarks, but aine are considered "useless hatred" later 
on . 

11) Froi VoD 100 page 117 where he stated that a nameless guy called him 
complaining about why Kathy attacked him. If it's true, lets-see the proof, 
Ron. What's his name, Ron? I guess all of ay subbers complain to you. And why 
didn't you ever bring it to ay attention? I know, I'm beyond reproach <(??)) 
despite the fact of the words you wrote about me "one of the hobby's nices 
people" and "has worked quietly behind the scenes trying to patch up feuds and 
has established useful hobby services." 

Did 1 present enough specifics? I can probably find more if I try. I 
think this letter is excessive as it now stands. 

Ron Brown wants us to stop clouding the air with "insults and lies" so the 
"rest of us see it" that Linsey might be a aonster. Ron is one of the biggest 
offenders. I think my remarks "irrational wild public statements" was very mild 
compared to what I could have stated, given all of the above examples. 

((My asking for specifics doesn't necessarily mean that I think you're 
wrong. I just think that a person has a right to hear exactly what he's 
charged with. Now that you've given many specifics, Ran can either respond 
to your complaints, or learn from them. 

You criticised Ron for saying "Kathy doesn't seem to care about the 
truth at all, as long as she makes him sound like some sort of monster." 
It s interesting that in the same letter you would say something like "Right 
or wrong, crimes or not, Brown doesn't care -- support Linsey at all costs." 
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In point 7, you go way overboard. I assume that you read my response 
to Ron's letter in NFA 29/30. In that response, I pointed out how Ron's 
statements could have arisen due to a misunderstanding. I agree that in the 
future R'^n should get his facts straight before going into print, but you 
have no justification at all for accusing him of "a vile attempt at lying" 
or knowingly printing false information. 

In cases B and 9, ! agree with you that Ron Has wrong. t athy Has, if 
anything, overly conservative as BNC. Before she made any difficult 
decision, she consulted with other knoHl edgeabl e , respected hobbyists. (One 
reason for this may have been that she knew she Mas controversial. Any 
decision she made alone could easily have been questioned by her "enemies" 
in the hobby.) In the case in question, she got the advice of Rod Walker 
and Marl Perch, too very knowledgeable people who have disagreed with her 
often ,n the past. fill three (Rod, Mark, and Kathy) agreed on the decision. 

Ron's entitled to disagree with this decision. Other people have 
disagreed with BNC decisions in the past. But, he has no business accusing 
Kathy of acting improperly and making cracks like "that's what happens when 
hobbv officials put their egos before performing a service" <B = Day. #31. 
lathv s actions were entirely proper, and Ron owes Kathy an apology for ever 
suggesting otherwise.!) 

...I iias at Thanksgiving ByrneCon. Anyone who tells you that they know 
exactly what went on in the Gunboat game is only kidding themselves and you. 
<Bv the way. did you call Eric or he call you? Did you tell h i ii the story and 
ask for verification, or he tell you?) This much I ' m sure of -- Kathy teased 
Linr-ev. Everyone knew she was teasing, in fact, Eric told Linsey that. He 
stomDed out like a wild roan. I followed him outside and had a talk with him and 
he returned later after he had calmed down. If he considered that ruined, 
that's his interpretation. But he came back at Thanksgiving Con, and came back 
for New Vear's Con also. 

MI called Eric. I asked him to describe, in his own words, what 

happened in the gunboat game. His story matched Bruce Linsey's. I then 

a led if I could quote him as saying that Bruce Linsey's story was 
essentially correct, and he said I could.)) 



Mark Berch I should lite to nominate John Caruso for the "Unmitigated 
Gall ui Liiu -jt Award" for this statement in 29/30: "My main complaints with 
Linsey's petition was twofold. One, it was intended as a "boycott" to deny my 
right of reply." To begin with, it isn't even true. John doesn't need his FiM 
roving subline (the target of the petition) for a right of reply -- an ordinary 
letter will suffice. But my point is this: Johns zine has repeatedly 
castigated me (and Bruce) , issue after issue. Vet we are not permitted any 
right of reply there -- indeed, our mail isn't even accepted. John has some 
nerve coupl ami ng about a hypothetical loss of his right of reply, when he will 
not provide it for those attacked in his own zine. It's a real double 
standard. 

Ml agree. Although I personally refused to join the F i H boycott, I 
rten t thin I John has any basis for objecting to the boycott.)) 
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I read with some interest Steve Langley's letter in *3l, especially the 
part about the supposed earlier letter to Highfield's CO. I mentioned the 
results of my own attempts to find out about this from Langley and Highfield in 
sy earlier letter, which I assume is printed elsewhere. The account that Steve 
now gives doesn't exactly jibe with what Terry had written me in Oct 19B4. I 
had asked Terry a variety of questions about the letter, e.g. what was it about, 
when was it written, who wrote it, etc. He wrote me hack that he did not have 
any details about the letter itself, other than the fact that the letter had 
been sent to Bill's commander. Now I read in NFA I3t something quite different: 
"fit that time (date Dec B3>>, Terry told me of a letter sent to Bill's CO about 
the right wing content of IMP." (underscoring added) I was also intrigued to 
read that this letter was sent by two people; Terry had used the singular in 
writing to me . 

It really is amazing to me how slippery and evasive this Langley character 
is. First, he writes in Magus, "Actually, I think there is sufficient 
documentation to support the "love triangle" scenario." But when asked, the 
documentation turns out to be just a vague wave at 4 zinesf without so much as 
a particular issue being pointed to. Apparently, the "documentation" has now 
been turned into a telephone conversation: "I have no knowledge about his love 
life other than what he imparted to me in strictest confidence'." (emphasis 
added) And you just cannot pin the guy down. He asks a barrage of questions, 

then coyly tells us "1 had answers to all those questions, some backed by 
evidence..." -- but he's not going to tell us what those answers are. He was 
told the names of the two hobby people who supposedly wrote that earlier letter, 
but no, he's not going to tell us who they were, and he doesn't tell us who his 
source is, either, other than to say it wasn't Terry. And when he tells his 
readers in "Volunteers* that really vicious story about me, he spins a tale 
which, by his own admission omits most of the specifics. He introduces it with, 
"I was told by a source that I consider trustworthy..." -- a source he has 
repeatedly refused to name. Unless he's willing to become a lot more sgecific 
and a lot more forthcoming, I see no reason why anything he has to say on the 
subject of Berch or Linsey should be taken seriously. 

((1 hope Steve will respond to this.)) 



1 agree that "There shouldn't be a stigma attached to refusing 
arbitration." Personally, 1 think Kathy would have fared rather badly, and 
there should be no stigma for someone who doesn't want to act against their own 
personal best interests. (Of course, Kathy's analysis might have been very 
different.) But I dgn^t agree with your assessment that Ron's question (why 
isn't Kathy willing to go to arbitration) is unfair. I definitely think that 
the arbitration would have been in the best interests of the hobby. Kathy, in 
her "The Ethical Bruce Linsey" flyer said she was stepping down as BNC "as I 
feel that is the best thing for the hobby". What happened to the hobby's best 
interests this time? Bruce has been constantly asked why he did this or that 
hobby action (e.g. why he didn't write to Steve Langley, why he sent out this or 
that mass mailing, why such-and-such is policy for the Zine Register, etc.). I 
see nothing unfair with Kathy occasionally being asked about one of her hobby 
actions. I personally would be curious to know why Kathy decided against 
binding arbitration. I realize that there are people in the hobby who feel that 
Kathy's actions should never be questioned. I'm just not one of them. 

((See my response to section "U" of Linsey's letter.)) 



Mark Berch *2B/29 Mas quite an interesting issue, although to say 
that 11 3 rail j n average issue of NFA" is going a bit too far -- do you really 
want us to call ail the rest of your issues "below average""* 

5 (Jon ' t thinl you are "neutral" nor should you feel an obligation to be 
neutral. ton are si'en-handed and that's what counts. 

'on e asling us who gets NFA" 1 Aren't you supposed to know things like 
that" 1 Me;:t I suppose you II be ashing us what your sub rates are. 

((That would be an interesting question since so few of ny subscribers have 

ever paid me real money for NFA.)) 

On your water item, your reference to steam causing severe burns is 
slightly off the marl- -- steam is best considered as the vapour form, closer to 
liquid than to qaseaus. (Sorry, Nitpicker s Union rules require this...) 

I ri my paqe JO/31 letter, I argued among other things the essential 
similarity between the Everything listing of games and the Zi.ne Register listing 
ot -ines. I felt that if it were acceptable for the BNC to put all games into 
E- then it's acceptable for Roy to put all 'zines into ZR . Vou drew a 
distinction between the two saying "If Everything were incomplete, the ratings 
would be -'•irtually useless". But E's validity and usefulness is not tied 
exclusively to ratings. The vast majority of people who get E do not operate, 
nor dc they intend to operate, a rating system. If all ratings systems 
disappeared with no prospects for future ones, I suspect the BNCs would carry on 
a= usual. Second, the E results are incomplete. Not every game is located, and 
particularly, not every conclusion is listed. Dilligent BNCs, including Byrne, 
have conducted public "roundups" to find these results, which nay result in the 
gamr- appearing many years later or not at all. Vet ratings continue. 

The ZR zine list, just lite the E . . . < (game) ) list ought to be as complete 
si the custodian can male it. In both cases, if they are "missing a few" the 
tool is a little useful, but both of them are equally entitled to try to be 
ronplete and I * see no reason why anyone should condemn ZR's attempt to be 
complete without also condemning the BNC ' s practice of giving BNs to games 
regardless of the Gtl and player wishes. Suppose someone wants to track the 
number of zines over time, wants to look at the growth of the ranks of women 
pubbers, cr Hants to put out a mass mailing to all pubbers. If Melinda and a 
fr-i'j others get to exclude their 'zincs then the ZR's usefulness is diminished 
some, .just as E s usefulness is diminished some if a few games are left out. 

Your argument that a gasie with 8 people presents "no one person who could 
legitimately claim the right to stop a game from being listed" is a red herring. 
Even if all B made the request, BMC policy is to list all qualifying games. 

The "states in this battle"? The ZR may not be "an indispensable hobby 
ser.-ire", true. The same argument could be made of any hobby service. The 
principle, though, is whether the service's custodian is to be permitted to do 
the pn.i"rt a? he n r she sees best; the same issue arises in the how-dar e-5»yth- 
app o l n t - Br 'j-: dispute. These jobs are hard enough as'it is... 

'(I thinl that Roy has the right to list Melinda s :ine, but I think 
it would be best if he didn't. (In the unlikely event that Rov was laying 
a i-.' a I e mjhts wandering how 1 thought he should do his job, he can now sleep 
easily. » I don't thinl the ZR would be significantly hurt, and he could 
» • " s ' I o* ': f h i - r 1 p s for h i m -- e 1 f and 'he hohbv . 
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You're right that nest people who get Everything aren't concerned with 
ratings, but I suspect most people who get it don ' t get much use of it at 
all. They get it only because of their seii -obi 1 gatory trade* with the PNC. 

1 think virtually everyone would agree that Everything would De 
seriously coiprnised if it was deliberately incomplete. The same is not 
true for something like the census or the ZR. Past ZR policy favoured 
incompleteness over the possibility of inaccuracy. You are entitled to the 
opinion that Roy ought to strive for compl eteness , but others are also 
entitled to the opinion that he should have different goals.)) 

Some of Caruso's letter I found awfully hard to take seriously, and that 
includes especially his remarks about me. For example, he says "However, I did 
find it amusing that Mark Berch seems to think he knows more about mv game 
openings than me and what's best for me." I'd like to know just exactly where I 
indicated that I know "what's best" for John. Where soecificallv did I indicate 
or imply that I knew, or thought I knew, more about his game openings than he 
does? Let's hear it, John. My point was not such details as how many people 
John had to telephone. My point (which you can agree or disagree with) was that 
it was inconsistent for John to complain on one hand about Bruce s efforts to 
persuade pubbers not to print FiM (until it was cleaned up) as being censorship, 
but on the other hand, he tried to "censor" his game opening out of Walker s 
PQQt evedr i a . 

Or take this gem: "What it comes down to is Berchian types trying to 
'control' or dictate' to me (or anyone else) where or what I can print or must 
print, not my freedom o.f choice". 1 assume this refers to the fact that H/KK 
has printed some very harsh criticism of me calling me "slime", saying I'm less 
ethical than Bernie Qaklyn and fabricating a completely fictitious incident in 
which 1 supposedly persuaded Bruce two years ago not to get the "help" he 
needed. Being a Berchian type, I have felt that 1 ought to be able to respond 
to this in N/KK. But as you know, neither I nor Bruce can even get our mail 
accepted there, let alone responses printed. And yes, I do think that he ought 
to feel obligated to print my reply notwithstanding John's comments that this is 
just trying to dictate to him what he must print. I have complained about the 
fact that I (and Bruce) have not gotten a right of reply to repeated attacks in 
and will continue to do so. 
I wanted to comment briefly on Michael Dean's suggestion that "if Brus was 
genuinely worried about these death threats would it be wiser to inform the 
police?" Perhaps it would have been, and I suspect that some in Brum's shoes 
would have done that. But notifying the police is a more drastic act than just 
notifying the Navy -- the police really is a last resort. An investigation 
would have been almost inevitable given a) the seriousness of the charge (it's a 
felony to use the mails for this) and b) the presence of tangible evidence. 
That investigation would have contacted the Navy as a matter of course (one has 
little privacy in the military). So the police would have been worse for Bill, 
not better. 
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Mark Berch 

I am more than a little sick and tired of Terry 
t ! i ii jn jjrL>_,t'iitiiiy himself as some sort of expert on my affairs. I resent 
the fact that 50 much af what he says about me is either very misleading or 
downright false. 

His comments on page 42 of #29/30 are a good example. Yes, Bruce used my 
return address stickers on some of his mail (although I've yet to hear anyone 
claim that s/'he was personally harmed in any Hay by this). But here's what 
Tall man says: "To me, the hilarious part is that he is now using Mark Berch 's 
return address stickers on his mail (see Christmas card in attached Bad Dgggt?Li 
and noH people are sending letters back to Berchj.") (underlining added). This 
15 utterly misleading. None of the mail that Bruce put my sitckers on came back 
to me. Ves, it is true that there are three people Hho have sent mail back to 
me (Byrne, Dlsen, Langley). In all three cases, they first did this Hell before 
Bruce ever used those stickers. Thus, the connection between the stickers-use 
and sending letters back is totally non-existent, a figment of Terry's 
imagination. Proof , Terry? 

This 15 not the only such incident I've had with Terry. Another one was 
printed on page 44 of the last issue. Tor another, a few issues of N5H6 back, 
Terry said about me, "Mark Berch in his best Berchian logic says that I cannot 
refer to this letter without printing it." This is false. I have never said 
anything of the sort. I can't even imagine myself saying anything like that, 
since I've referred to letters in DD without printing them. Proof, Terry? 

Or here's another one from NSWG: "every once in a while, he ((Berch)) will 
t a 1 e a stand based on information supplied by others that turns out to be 
totally bogus." I'd like to see Terry's proof on that one. I want him to 
identify specifically what stand it was that I took , and what specific 
information was bogus. Proof, Terry? 

In another place, in discussing a possible response that I might make to 
seme copyright research Terry said he was going to do (Terry is forever dealing 
in h y p ot ti e t i c a 1 s ! , Terry wonders whether I will "live Up to the old Berch/Qld 
Hobby Fart mystique of claiming you're right until you're proven conclusively 
wrong and then shifting your remarks to claim that you were quoted out of 
content. " As a matter of fact, I 'm very very seldom quoted out of context, and 
I don't m-ske that sort of claim. I challenge Terry to produce a single example 
of when I was proved wrong, and then shifted to a claim that I was quoted out of 
contest. Indeed, let s have an example (within the past four years, say) of 
when I said I was quoted out of context at §11^. And the same goes for his 
alternative, "...and when that fails, to contend that the other party is just 
trying to feud." I again challenge Terry to provide a single example of my 
responding in that way to being proven wrong. Proof, Terry? 

There are a lot of other examples, but I don't want to belabour the point. 
There may even be some that I'm not aware of, since Terry has stated explicitly 
that tie doesn't necessarily send courtesy copies, and indeed, several times he 
didn t. Terry is also not reliable in printing responses. Although at least 
two o.f my letters were printed, two others, sd far as I know, were not. 

One final point. I don't want to give the impression that Terry just picks 
on me. Similar complaints were made by Gary Coughlan and Bruce Linsey (pages 20 
and 57-7 0 of last issue respectively). 



HA response, Terry?)) 
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I also want to respond to what Steve Lang ley had to say. He begins with "I 
happened to be in the midst of publishing Magus when DD #B? arrived, so I wrote 
a short editorial response, asking Mark sane pointed questions..." I've got 
that in front of me. It's nearly two Magus pages. That's not what most people 
refer to as a "shbrt" item. 

But that's a linor quibble compared to what cones later. "Since Volunteers 
was a special one-tine-only affair and Mr. fjerch had over half of the pages and 
since I did stipulate that he disagreed with ay conclusions, I find it hard to 
feel I'm refusing hi* a forum." V reprinted my followup editorial, and a few 
letters from me. I've added it all up, and it case to 5.2 Magus sized pages. V 
was over 2t pages, so I didn't have More than half, I had a little under a 
quarter. <(I can't believe I just typed those last two sentences!?) 

Yes, he stipulated he disagreed with me, but he did a lot more than that. 
He aade a series of fresh accusations as well. One of these, which appeared on 
page 16, was a really vicious story about Me, on a totally unrelated topic. He 
could print this false and very defamatory story about me, safe in the knowledge 
that he wasn't going to permit ie even to deny it — that's the kind of 
standards that operate at Magus. In other cases, he could ask me open 
questions, safe in the knowledge that I wouldn't be able to answer them. For 
example, "Bruce explicitly asked that Bill not be told about VoD t?B. Does that 
give Bruce an automatic an your acceptance test?" My reply to that would have 
been that Bruce denies asking anything of the sort, and would be to call for 
Steve to prove that Bruce ever said any such thing. Proof Steve? There were 
plenty of other questions posed ("What about the case, ... Von have a copy of what 
1 e 1 1 er ? . . . . Hher e is his lack of r est r a i n t ? . . . . Why make up t h i n g s . . . . D i dn ' t Bruce 
tell you about .... "etc .) . It's a really sleazy tactic to throw a bunch of 
questions when you know full well you're not going to let him respond. A 
related tactic is to toss a vague accusation, that of course I'll not be 
permitted to challenge. For example: "I think you know more of the truth than 
you are letting on and are consciously attempting to cover it up" . Steve did 
not state what specifically it was that I "know" but am covering up, and 
naturally I don't get to ask him that. My response cannot be specific until I 
know more clearly what he refers to. Perhaps it's something I didn't know, 
perhaps 1 did know and didn't cover it up, or whatever. 

But even worse are the categorically false things that he can make sure I 
can't even deny. I referred above to that vicious accusation that he made. Or 
take this whopper: "You well know, and I know you know since I have seen you 
cite it as a reference, that Bill said he was dropping out of the hobby because 
of a letter some nutcase sent to his CO." (emphasis added). That IS FALSE. 
Steve has NOT seen me say that because IJ.ye never said that at all. I don't 
even believe it's true. Assigning motives to people (e.g. the Love Triangle 
Scenario) is Steve's game, not mine. So far as I'm concerned, Bill gave his 
reason for leaving the hobby in Eurgga Express t33, and I will tale him at his 
word that that is his reason for leaving. I might add that earlier, Steve had 
claimed that Bruce was the source for this. When I pointed out to him that VgO 
said absolutely nothing of the sort, he then decided that I had been the one to 
say it. So where's your proof, Steve? Where did you see me say that? 

One place where Steve challenged me strongly was an area where he is 
perhaps working in tandem with Terry. In my account in DD, I said that Bruce's 
letter to the Navy re Bill was in January, 19B4. In Magus #3B (his "short" 
editorials, he strongly challenged this; "How do you explain that some 
knowledge of the letter to Bill s commander was revealed at DafCon III in late 
1 *> B 3 " " Hfli ?l Bruce tells me there was only one letter he wrote. So I wrote 
Steve back to ask: Who revealed this at DafCon? Obviously 1 need to know this 
to get to the bottom of this, and Steve's not much for naming his sources in 
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print. After a bit o) a delay (Steve explained that be had to get permission), 
Steve held me that the revelation was made at DafCon by Terry Tallman. I Mrote 
Terry, t r -. 1 n q to get the particulars. He responded immediately, but by the time 
I gat hi ^ 1 e? 1 1 er , V'o 1 un t e er s had already been published. The no-r esponse-pol i c y 
thu= ine^nt th;it I couldn't use the information at all. Neat, eh? 

Wh,?f Terry wrote me Mas really quite interesting, in a May. Remember now, 
I?rr,' !- o 1 d Oaf Con that Bill Highfield's apparent fold came as a direct result of 
this letter. When was the letter written" 7 Hell, Terry couldn't say. Hhat Mas 
it about '.Love Triangle? Bill s political comments in TMP? Death Threats?* 
Well, Terrv couldn't say. Who wrote the letter? Terry, you guessed it, 
couldn't say. Who was Terry's source? Mope, can't tell you that either. Did 
Terrv actually see the letter? Again, Terry wouldn't say (except to point out, 
correctly, that neither he nor Steve ever claimed to have seen the letter). 
Terry did say that he was not given a copy of the letter, and that his source 
Has not given a copy. So here we have a chain of sour c e-t o-Ter r y-t D-St eve- t o- 
print, and none of them actually had a copy of the letter! And this is the 
invisible item that Steve threw at me in Magus #3B. This is the item used to 
challenge my statement that Bruce wrote in January (after BafCon). This is what 
Steve presumably refers to as "asking pointed questions". And he Mas still at 
it in Volunteers ("Didn't Bruce tell you about the earlier letter?") Yeah, 
Steve, what earlier letter? Where's your proof 

One more falsehood from Volunteers should do it: "According to Mark, the 
fact that *athy has not produced the letter ((from Bruce to Francine)) is proof 
that there never was such a letter." FALSE. It's really amazing to me how 
willing Steve is to talk about letters he hasn't seen so long as Bruce can be 
dragged into it. What 1 DID SAY was that Kathy has repeatedly stated that she 
had proof that Bruce had written a sick letter to Francine, and that it was 
available, and that I had asked for it repeatedly and not gotten it. I then 
said, and 111 quote my editorial word for word "I dgn^t think that such a 
letter exists..." (emphasis added). Nom, that is clearly labeled as my SQAOlSD- 
I ci i d NOT say that failure to provide proof proved that the letter didn't exist. 
I challenge Steve to substantiate his statement -- where did I say this? 

fit the bottom of page 57, Steve has a line which would be funny if it were 
not so pathetic: "I am not being specific because 1 did not see the letter ((to 
Francine!) and anything I might say would be hearsay." See how he operates? 
First he hammers Bruce ant) me for a full paragraph on this in Volunteers (the 
one bridging pages 6 and 7 of Volunteers it runs 18 lines), including using 

the word "liar". And then when someone DARES to ask him to be specific, he 
gives us this crap about that would be hearsay. Steve's writing is rife with 
hearsay (as Steve put it, "I was told by a source I consider trustworthy that 
about two years ago, Mark Berch was approached..." Pure hearsay, and utterly 
false) . 

Both Terrv and Steve have an awful lot of explaining to do. I want to see 
the proofs for their false allegations, or their reasons for making them. I 
don t thin) either of them are honest people, and I think more and more people 

are coming to the same conclusion. 
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Ron BrOWn Congratulations on your upcoming graduation. It is a great 
feeling to finally get that degree. In my case, 1 felt that I had finally 
achieved somnething that could never be revoked. I guess it's similar to losing 
one's virginity: once the act is done, there's no going back, ever. There 
aren't lany absolutes, but getting the Bachelor's is certainly one of the*. 

<<The comparison of going to university with getting fucked is 
interesting. ) ) 

...Boy you're tough! 1 send you we t 1 -or g an i z ed , carefully thought out 
arguments, and you find the one weakness to respond to' Hell, I guess you're 
teaching everyone they shouldn't take careless statements. 

However, I don't agree that the question about (Cathy's refusal to go to 
arbitration over her differences with Bruce Linsey is entirely unfair. You are 
right in a legal sense: that no stigma can be attached to a refusal to testify 
or submit to an arbitrator. However, I think that it is fair to ask the 
question on moral grounds. After all, (Cathy is the accuser. If someone makes 
public accusations then they ought to be prepared to submt to any cross- 
examination in order to justify their charges. Else, what is to prevent anyone 
from making any remarks about anyone they wish? If I print that Steve Hutton is 
a card-carrying member of the Boston Blue Ball Society, then I a* morally bound 
to present any evidence in my possession should you challenge that remark. By 
refusing to testify, 1 am denying you the opportunity to challenge the evidence, 
and hence clear your name. As long as I stonewall, the doubt will remain in 
some people's minds, and my original unsubstantiated charge will eventually 
evolve into "common knowledge" in some quarters. 

In the case of the "feud", Kathy made the original charges against Bruce, 
so the onus is on her to either present her evidence or to apologize to Bruce 
and to the hobby for the disruption and harm her unproven charges have caused. 
Bruce has apologized for the "drinking problem" letter nad agreed to 
arbitration. I don't see what's wrong with asking Kathy to take a similar step 
or to give her reasons for not doing so. 

((Neither do I. I fully agree that in areas where kathy has made 
charges against Bruce, she has an obligation to respond to questions about 
the charges. If the charges are untrue, she has an obligation to apologize. 
The same is true of Bruce in areas where he has made charges against Kathy. 
Kathy does not have the right of silence when her serious accusations are 
chal 1 enged . 

All I said was that she had the right to refuse arbitration as such. 
That statement generated disagreement from you, Linsey, Berch, and Coughlan. 
To avoid repeating myself, I'm directing all of you to my resonse to section 
*U" of Linsey's letter.lt 

By the way, I enjoyed John Boardman ' 5 letter immensely, 
years I thought he was a figment of the hobby's imagination, 
is a figment of his own imagination' 



For the past six 
Now I d i scover he 
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Dick Martin Big 1 s s u, e of NFA. What, are you saving up for the 5u«iPr 
h h e i : ,-•,(.• lie around 9 

A few things to go over, but since I have only a limited amount of time, 
i II try to cover them as concisely as possible. 

Higgled y piggledy: 

first of al 1 , I was very offended by your unquestioning printing of the 
That Linsey Creature ((ion cute') letter a feH issues back in much the same way 
Marl Steqgman was (though he stated Hhy better than I could). I thought you 
I new that this attacl- had received wide distribution by That Linsey Creature 
(how cute'), and approved of it. I don't mind NFA as an open forum, merely one 
in which That Linsey Creature (how cute!) has the publisher so clearly in his 
corner as you seemed. I believe that without such an advantage, he cannot keep 
his lies and half-truths hidden forever, and the truth will eventually come out. 

( i ['on t worry, dear reader, you'll only have to read "That Linsey 
Creature (how cute')" thirty more times in this letter.)) 

Von m j si nterpreted my mention of Gary Coughlan's drunken rages. If anybody 
tool that to mean the same old "he's calling Gary a drunkard again" line, it Has 
net, and I apologize. So far as I know, Coughlan has passed out of that stage a 
Ic.ng time ago. At the very least, he doesn't bother me with them any more, so 1 
r?;l!v don't care. It's ancient history. But as you may or may not recall, I 
once referred to Coughlan as the Memphis Drunkard (ONE PHRASE!). For this, That 
Linsey Creature (how cute') righteously chastised me, with vigour and all the 
proper cliches. Now he turns around and launches a special, pages-long 
character assassination containing far worse than I ever came up with. Vet I am 
not supposed to be offended by this obvious hypocrisy, rather, I am to join him 
in a "balanced" denunciation of his intended target! Right! Even if everything 
he says is true (and it isn't), I'd be offended by the sheer hypocrisy of it 
all. 

So, sorry if you thought I was attempting to gain the "moral high ground'" 
and usfd bad tactics once there. It's not my goal to capture and keep any such 
thing, as its not something that is won, but earned (or forfeited) by one's 
behaviour over time. I'll pass on all the posturing and tactics that gaining 
"the moral high ground" entails. It's an attitude that doesn't win me many 
battles, but seems to work out fine over the course of the war. 

(([ agree that you got much worse than you deserved for the ONE PHRASE 
you printed about Gary Coughlan. But, I'd have much more sympathy had you 
not subsequently said much worse (for example, in your previous letter and 
in this 1 etter ) . ) ) 

If I don't remember the situtation of Alex's letter being passed around 
correctly, why don't vou fill us in on the correct version? Saying simply that 
"[ don t remember correctly" is awfully tough to refute. I recall that I was 
sitting in the kitchen awav from the shouting match, as that's not my idea of a 
fiFi time, and it tool: a lot of shouting before Kathy finally came in and got the 
letter. And I believe that while That Linsey Creature (how cute 1 ) may not have 
stated that night that the Alex letter did not exist, I think he had implied as 
much '.or At least that it didn't say what it did) before. Since vou seem to 
Inow the whole story, though, please fill us in. 



49 



((You suggested that Kathy passed around the letter from Alex because 
Bruce effectively challenged her to by denying that such a letter existed. 
If, as you said, "Linsey wanted it public as "proof" that it "didn't 
exist"', Kathy couldn't have threatened him Nith showing the letter around, 
as two independent witnesses (Barno and Kane) clain she did.)) 

I Hill offer no apologies for calling That Linsey Creature (how cute!) a 
child Molester, as I have never said any such thing. Certainly I am tree to 
have My doubts, if they exist, and 1 resent your efforts to saddle me with a 
position which 1 have never held. I am not about to say that he is definitely 
NOT a child molester (and Alex's letter hardly convinced me any in that, or any 
other, direction), though that hardly equates with saying he IE a child 
molester. I don't know the answer one way or another, and really don t care to 
find out -- I'd just as soon that the matter drop. Hey, if you want to look for 
the source of all the That Linsey Creature (how cutelWAlex rumours, you have to 
look no further than the innuendo-filled pages of VoD for that. Don't blame me. 

If That Linsey Creature (how cute! ) believes that 1 have called him a child 
molester, and have in so doing libeled him, I'm sure he would be happy to file 
suit. Especially if it could net him many thousands of dollars in sure profit. 
(Almost a week's worth of phone charges!) What can you tell me about this 
absurd allegation that I called him a child molester in the first place, Steve'' 
(Just the facts, Ma ' am. 1 I'm curious where you came up with this notion, and 
whether That Linsey Creature (how cute!) has been your sole source of info 
regarding it, or whether you have seen the actual articles in question. 

((First of all, I didn't accuse you of calling Bruce Linsey a child 
molester. I accused you of suggesting that he might be a child molester. 
Of this, you are clearly guilty: "It was not important because Ale:; says 
that Linsey is a child molester (although there's some doubt there)..." As 
I understand Canadian and American libel law, this is libel. You don't need 
to state a defamatory claim as fact. It's enough to state it as opinion, 
state it as a serious possibility, or insinuate it. For example, if I say 
"Joe Blow might well be guilty of murdering school children", dr. BIdw would 
have grounds for a libel suit against me. On this basis, I think that you 
libelled Bruce Linsey in your letter that appeared in NFA 29/30, and you 
should apologise to Bruce and fervently hope he doesn't sue you. If someone 
convinces me that my understanding of the law is incorrect, I'll be quite 
happy to apologise to you. 

Now, unlike me, Bruce Linsey has accused you of calling him a child 
molester. I believe he is referring to the following statement, made by you 
on page 4? of Retaliation #71/72: "Oh Bruce, please forgive abject / humble 
/ foolish me for ever printing anything bad about your child molesting." 1 
think Bruce has a good case in saying that you called him a child molester 
there. To put this in perspective, imagine Bruce had printed: "Oh Kathy. 
please forgive me for ever printing anything bad about your alcoholism." 
Would that be calling kathy an alcoholic? I think so.)) 

So you don't think it's sick trying to drive wedges between parents and 
their children" 1 Well, to each his own, I suppose. And whoever said that 
twelve-year olds were totally rational creatures'' I know plenty of adults who 
are less than totally rational. The Francine letter in isolation is fairly 
innocuous, in content it isnt. 

( ■ I don t recall where 1 said that I don't think it's sick to try and 
drive wedges between parents and their children. Perhaps my memory is going. 
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I m glad tha* you agree that in isolation the Francirte letter is fairly 
innocuous. That means, at least, that it isn't "vulgar, obscene filth" or a 
"smutty hate letter", I) 



"Arbitration" of the feud would be pointless. "Binding arbitration" is an 
even bigger farce. What if That Linsey Creature (how cute! ) or Kathy was told 
to drop from the hobby and never come back 7 Would they? Fat chance. And would 
Doug Beyerlein even be willing to consider that extreme? I doubt it. The 
existence of an all-powerful ombudsman as espoused by Berch to solve any/all 
feuds would be not only impossible to achieve, but highly vulnerable to 
corruption, rtnd with the way Perch manoeuvred with the DipCon committee, the 
idea that he 5 even bringing this up gives me a bad feeling. Whoopee' Another 
Merj^dip power trip 1 



< < Sorcet h i ng tells me Mark will want to respond to this paragraph... I 
don't exactly share your perspective on arbitration, but I agree that there 
are good reasons for people to be reluctant to agree to arbitration. I 
thinl, though, that it's better to at least give arbitration a chance than 
to just let the feud go on and an and on and on and on...)) 

if 011 want specifics that That Linsey Creature (how cute!) A) writes bad 
cheques (one at least): see NFA #29/30, p.6H, t4 of "what Actually Happened". 
EM illegal phone calls: see NFA «29/30, p. 69 #6 of "What Actually Happened". 
C) ( 1 meg ? 1 oiani ac : ) ) who's doing the Runestone Poll, Novice Packet, and Zine 
Register this year (after denouncing at least one of them as useless not long 
ago- as well as eager arbiter of what/who is Good and who is Bad in Dipdom 
(remember, I'm on "The Deadbeat List", and who knows what other That Linsey 
Creature <how c u t e ' ) - sp on sor ed blacklist') DS Lies? Let me count the ways! 
We'll start with the lie that I called him a child molester, for which he owes 
me an apology, and e::pand from there next time if you insist. It can be guite a 
lengthy list. But really, Steve, why make us point out what is under your nose 
to begin with"* 

((Thank you for providing at least some specifics. My responses are as 

fallows: 

A) Do you really. not know the difference between passing bad cheques 
and putting a stop-payment on a cheque? The former is a criminal offense, 
and is much 1 ool; ed-down-upon by banks. The latter is entirely legal, and 
can only be done with the active assistance of a bank. 

EO I agree that Bruce has made illegal phone calls. 

C) As proof that Bruce is a megalomaniac, this is terribly weak; and 
the last cart of this (after the word "arbiter") would be much better if you 
said what exactly you are talking about. 

D» As proof of your claim that Bruce is a "prolific liar", you point 
to 3D? statement of his, and even for this statement a good case can be made 
that Bruce was telling the truth. Yes, I do insist on you expanding the 
list of Bruce s lies. I don't mind printing "quite a lengthy list".)) 

That Linsey Creature <how cute'* never abuses the o f f - t h e -r ec or d label 7 
Uh, what do you call the o f < - t he -r ec or d letter "to Kathy"? "Off -the-recard" is 
designed far abuse, though, 50 I don't ):now what the big deal is about. Really, 
when I get an OTR letter, I know it's labeled so for anv of several reasons. 
Either the sendnr thinks. "I'm going to tell .•ou some lies here, and don't want 
vou to ask around for confirmation," or "I'm going to tell you some .in icy lies 
here, hut j f the/ u?t into the public domain, it's VOUR fault, not mine," or "my 
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behaviour as shown by this letter is less than sterling, please don't show me up 
as the 1 ess-than-detent sche«er/<ool I am. " I can't recall the last time I got 
an OTR letter that was that nay because it contained personal information about 
the sender (the only type of OTR I'll even consider honouring any more). 1 
don't send OTR letters, because I'm not afraid of what I say. 

((Your experience with OTR letters has been different than mine.)) 

I Hanted you to inform Rod that 1 Mouldn't honour OTR any more because Fred 
Davis once told ae that Rod is the big cheese in this hobby, and should be privy 
to everything. And what Fred says goes. 

Comparing the Census to the Zine Register is a mistake. 1 don't feel that 
if I leave one (or two, or however many) names out of the census, it's any more 
"useless" than it would be anyway. I've always been willing to omit anybody's 
name upon request. And why not? The census is meant to be a courtesy to 
everyone involved, both recipients and listees. If a listee wants out, who an I 
to stop him? If a recipient wants somebody in who isn't, he can invest 5 cents 
($2 Canadian) in a pencil and scratch the name in himself. I am presently in 
the process of divesting myself of this year's census, and had to turn down one 
applicant because he wanted to include phone numbers. I felt that it would 
verge on invasion of privacy to do so. (Anybody out there want to be a census 
taker" 7 Write to me for details!) 

If That Linsey Creature (how cute! I wants to invade Melinda s privacy by 
listing her against her wishes, that's his business. 

((It doesn't seem that we disagree about the census and l±ne Register. 
I think that in both cases, it would be best to not list anybody who really 
doesn't want to be listed. Since the information is public knowledge, 
though, I don't think anybody can really complain if he's listed against his 
will. And, Henricks is not invading Helinda s privacy at all.)) 

I'm "boycotting" the ZR this year because I simply don't care to be listed. 
I'm not looking for new subbers, and really can't be bothered to even respond to 
sample requests any more. Mill it be my fault if somebody wastes their precious 
75 cents writing me to ask for a sample 1 no longer send out? Or wi 1 it be the 
public "servant" that so eagerly steered them in the wrong direction in the 
first place? 

As for That Linsey Creature (how cute!) serving Dtpdom, I simply don't feel 
that we are so desperate for help in Dipdom that we need to place known theives 
in positions of responsibility. Even if they 'fess up and promise never to do 
it again. 

If Caruso spends a great deal Df time dealing with unprovable statements bv 
That Linsey Creature (how cute!) and Kelley, wouldn't that imply that That 
Linsey Creature (how cute!) and Kelley spend a great deal of time making those 
unprovable statements? Why don't you discourage the use of these unprovable 
statements by challenging or not printing then, rather than glassing over them. 

((The question of unprovable statements isn't a simple one. People on 
both sides of the feud use them. I think that people in a feud should, in 
general, avoid unprovable statements. There's no way you're going to 
convince anyone who isn't already "on your side" by using unprovable 
charges. The/ boil down to one person s word against another's. People 
will tend to believe the person they trust wore. 
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I don't think I was "glossing over" unprovable statements. If someone 
wants to mate the point that a certain person makes a lot of unprovable 
cha<-qp= <a point you are making here) that's fine by me. But, 1 think it 
takes incredible gall for someone who has made provable charges and not 
proven them to asl for proof of an opponent s unprovable charges. If you 
know something is i^n principle unprovable, asking for proof is empty 
rhetoric. ) ) 

An interesting point in Ron Brown's letter Has that he seemed to believe 
that even though That Linsey Creature (how cute!) has said some things -he 
shouldn't have said, what was said was true. On the other hand, Kathy has said 
many evil things, and they are all lies. Interesting point of view. As you 
pointed out, it 5 not so one-sided as that. And supporters on both sides are 
prone to flying off the handle, no one side has a monopoly on the truth (this is 
speaking in terms of the Lathy/That Linsey Creature (how cute 1 ) feud only, not 
That Linsev Creature (how cute! I 's innumerable other misdeeds). I do agree with 
Ron that the anti-That Linsey Creature (how cute') camp would be better off 
sticking with what is known to be true and provable. That Linsey Creature (how 
cut s ') j 5 his own worst enemy, as he has demonstrated over the years (the 
"drwnlen raqes" letter and mishandling of the ZR are an 1 y the latest evidence of 
that) , and letting him loose on dipdom for any length of time would probably be 
too much for any reasonable person to handle. ((?? Bruce has been 'on the 
loose for several years, and many reasonable people have still managed to sleep 
nights.)! Another interesting point Ron brings up is that Kathy is sending 
around s t cm a c h - t u r n i n g OTR stuff. Really? I wasn't aware that she was saying 
anything outside of KK any more. That Linsey Creature (how cute'.) , on the other 
hand, drops into my mailbox with s t omach- t ur n i n g regularity with one ridiculous 
circular letter after another. Is Ron getting different Stuff from me, or going 
on someone's word that, indeed, Kathy is sending around horrible OTR letters? I 
don't (now. Maybe Kathy s "war chiefs" assume that 1 am so firmly in her camp 
that I don't need the anti-That Linsey Creature (how cute!) propaganda? 
whatever, I haven't seen any, or heard of it before this. 



< ( How ab out it, Ran ? ) ) 



Coughl an s letter was interesting in a "19B4" sort of way. He sent you 
pages from Modern Patriot, right? Since you have them handy, could you look 
through them and tell me if Highfield is still tossing "death threats" at That 
Linsey Creature (how cute 1 I 7 What I want to know is, why did That Linsey 
Creature (how cute') write to Highfield's NROTC commander apparently after the 
threats had stopped" Has anybody ever gotten a straight answer to this 
question"' Whit was l t ^ 

'(I hope Bruce will respond to this. No, the er:cerpts of TMP that Gary 
sent didn't contain death threats. Bill's death threats, which were not 
only against Bruce Linsey, were made in private letters.)) 

lsn t Anita Bryant hilarious? ((Yes, but John Pack is even funnier.)) 

((A later addition to the letter:)) Some comments on #31. 

It is a mistake to assume that anybody who doesn't care for Bruce That 
Li r ;sey Creature '.how cute') does so strictly out of loyalty to lathy fyrne. 
While 1 am a fripnd of (athv g, that is hardly reason enough to get off mv lazy 
r<?ar ?tid and "att?cl" That Linsey Creature (how cute''. No, I sav what I do out 
c f m T.m ^elt -defense. I'tnd , I belie. "e. so do the rest. Hsk around, if vou 
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like, and find out how aany of the " ant i -Li nsey -faction" are active merely 
because of his attack on Kathy. It it Hasn't Kathy he Has picking on, it would 
be (and has been) somebody else. Soie folks realize that, souse don't. 

((I guess I'm in the latter group. >) 

I am very pleased to have made the That Linsey Creature (how cute!) 
'Enemies List* of several issues ago. For once, he Hrote the truth. 

<(If he's only told the truth once, why is it that nobody has succeeded 
in showing le a single undisputable lie he's told -7 )) 

You refer to John Boardman as "Eric Blake". Why is that? Vou wouldn t be 
using the dreaded innuendo here, Mould you? Which do you prefer: innuendo or 
fact? 

((Fact. I have at least as tuch reason to be uncertain of John/Eric's 
identity as he has to be uncertain of nine. If he wants to play the "I 
don't know who you are" game, why shouldn't I join in the fun?)) 

You say that all Boardman would have to do to not have to deal with That 
Linsey Creature (how cute!) is return his sub money? Really? That Linsey 
Creature (how cute!) still plans to rate Sraustark in the Runestone PdI 1 . That 
Linsey Creature (how cute') still plans to list Sraystark in the Zft. Doesn't 
sound like Boardaan hai any choice in the matter of dealing Mith That Linsey 
Creature (how cute!). 

((Gosh, you're right. Suddenly I see everything in a different light. 
The only nay for Boardman to have nothing to do with Linsey would be to put 
Linsey on a desert island with no mail service. No, even that wouldn't do 
since Bruce would still be able to write "Graustark" in the sand or carve it 
in the bark of a tree. Yes, this business of not associating with Bruce 
Linsey is much more difficult than I'd originally thought.)) 

Mark Berch pays great lip service to this nation of letting the Byrne- 
Linsey feud heal. Then he goes and picks further at the wound with this 
f 1 yer / i nqui si ti on regarding the letter to Francine. Yeah, Mark, it s easy to 
see what your mind is on, and starting a healing process isn't it. 

The truly great controversy among WARCT)HOGs these days, dividing us all, 
and causing pithy insults to be uttered is this: does Steve Mutton like hummus, 
or not? Could you please save us all from this tragic feud by answering once 
and for all this important question? Only you can start the vital healing 
processes by guiding us to Truth. 

((If stating that hummus tastes lite shit will end a feud, I'm willing 
to do so. Yea, verilly, I'll even give up hummus for a month, a year if 
necessary, if by mv example I can heal the hobby's wounds. Mart: tries to 
promote the healing process in his way, and I in nine, l I 
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Gary COLIghicin , 5 j typed this date, I realized that exactly ten years 
ana . . _ . u ^ i. lh. U... ^. ; for three years. Tine really flies. So when are you 
qoitiq tc loin the H . C . M . F There is so much to talk about in the last few NFA 
and ! am sure you have a lot of typing to do plus get ready for your Europe 
trip. 

The Ka'ttv £ y rn e / & r it c e Unsey feud has gone on so long and so loud that I've 
been qettinq letters from hobby members asking me ay opinions on this and that. 
r\ s vou (now, there's no simple answer. It's a godsend to have a ' z i ne like NFA 
that I c tin refer then to and, well, your own words stated it best on page 17 of 
NFm r?-":.0: "If MF A were to stop printing feud letters, the same things would be 
said, but in lines where vague unsubstantiated allegations would not be 
d i scour aqed (and would often be actively encouraged), where the person attacked 
wo.'ld not have the right of reply (and would often not even receive a copy of 
the attact-' 1 . I think it is very important that there be an open forum, where 
anyone can have his say, where people attacked will receive a copy of the attack 
ind have the right of reply, where some minimal standards of debate will be 
insisted upon." 

It 's =>lso refreshing to see, once the smoke and clouds and loudmouths have 
bpen cleared anay t that many people share the same feelings I do, for example 
ri?ith Bhprntind, who wrote you: "Whoa, looks like the feud will move into high 
gear and i n~t a your sine. Good. It needs to all come out in the wash (one way 
or another. 1 "someplace, someplace reasonably neutral. You can have it." 

Steve, i ni glad you've got it and we'll eagerly await your return fro* 
Europe. Ever since Brutus Bulletin folded, there has been a big hobby gap in 
having a totally open letter column run by someone not part of feuding, I 
1 auqhed when [ saw that John Caruso criticized NFA for having what he calls a 
"double standard atmosphere". I wonder what Caruso considers a "double standard 
atmosphere" and whether or not he thinks Terry Tollman's Bad Doggie and Ed 
Wrotiel s Feudesse have a "double standard atmosphere" and if not, why not? 

On p. 18 of NFA #51, Ron Brown said: "Bruce Linsey Is willing to go to 
arbitration. Why isn't tlathy 7 " To that you replied: "I can see reasons why 
pithpr truce or Kathy could be legitimately reluctant to go to arbitration." 
i ct 1 i l:e to (now your reasons, Steve, why Kathy Byrne would be " Leg i t i,ma t e LY. 
reluctant" to qo to arbitration. 

Frnatly, it surprised me that Bruce accepted and Kathy refused arbitration. 
After all, it is mainly Bruce who is defending Bruce. Kathy could accept and 
that would in no way bind her friends' mouths who could continue their attacks 
□n Bruce Linsey. find I've no doubt that had the situation been reversed, with 
Pruts refusing and Kathy accepting arbitration, the hobby would be flooded wrth 
the houls of Kathy s crowd about how Linsey is letting The Feud drag on. I 
guess ■.■that ever Bruce does is wrong and whatever Kathy does is right with the 
sn'i Linsey mob. I just cannot subscribe to such a theory. 

1 (For ra/ thoughts on arbitration, see my response to section "U" of 
Linse>' s letter. It s possible that some people would have dumped on Bruce 
for refusing arbitration; I wouldn't have been one of them, and I won't how 
duir.D on t'athy for refusing arbitration. 1) 

I m rather glad that there is not going to be any arbitration. Kathy Byrne 
and Pruce Linsey have been very public in their comments about each other and 
these roumpnt 5 have been seen by most of the hobby. I m assuming here that 
arbitraion would have been private and "off-stage" so to speaK, so for that 
rfrt-.on, 1 prefer to see the "proof" by either side publiclv debated. NFA is 
perfect for that role. 
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By a public airing of these charges, chaired by a fair moderator, there's a 
good possibility such an episode will not be repeated. Furthermore, once proven 
to be lying or exaggerating and not making anends for i^t or acknowledging it, 
future statements by these people Mill not be believed outside theeir own little 
clique. (Steve, you caught Bob Olsen in this type of lie about Bruce Linsey. 
Has Olsen still not provided proof?) ((1 still await proof or a retraction from 
Hr ■ Olsen.)) Because of you, Steve, and people like Hare Peters and Fete 
Gaughan, more hobby members are becoming skeptical and asking for proof. I ' ve 
seen evidence of this in the letters written to me by persons wanting to knoH 
what's going on. 

NFA has already had one positive result for me in its printing of feud 
letters: I no longer think that Bill Duinn has a double standard as I did when 
he used Everything to attack Bruce Linsey. I applaud him on his words in NFA 
29/30: "I am not above apology or admitting mistakes. 1 hope Bruce and Kathy 
can do the same, and set an example for the hobby as a whole." 

Bruce has apologized when he is wrong. In NFA 29/30, Steve you said: 
"Even if Bruce's allegations about Kathy were true, they would be none of the 
hobby's business. Bruce has acknowledged this and apologized." 

Kathy Byrne made quite a big hobby-wide deal about Bruce writing her 
daughter Francine a "smutty" letter and said that it was seen by "at least 5 
people." In her mass mailing on this and other Linsey "sins" called "The 
Ethical Bruce Linsey", Kathy said: "I am asking all publishers to please print 
this. I can prove what I am saying. And that proof is available to anyone." 
and later in the same mass mailing: "All I am asking is that my side be 
printed, and yes, 1 can prove it." 

WHERE'S THE PROOF? Hon Brown in NFA 31 quite properly said: "What is 
wrong is that almost a year after the infamous Francine letter first appeared, 
no one, except for five mysteriously unnamed people, has seen this letter. In 
other words, I am criticizing them for making serious charges about a hobby 
•ember which they have not substantiated." 

And 1 agree with Ron's assessment. And if Kathy Byrne cannot tell us the 
"at least 5 people" (and let us judge their impressions for ourselves) or 
provide a summary of the so-called "soutty" letter or give us the "proof" that 
"is available to anyone", then Kathy should follow Bruce's example and apologi:e 
to him publicly as he apologized to her. I've told a few people that the 
stupidest thing anyone could do is write a "smutty" letter to the child of your 
worst enemy, for WHAT could possibly be gained by it? But even stupider than 
that action would be LOSING such a letter and hence a "golden opportunity" to 
unquestionably prove to one and all just how bad your enemy is. 

In NFA 29/30, Dick Martin calls me Bruce Linsey 's "good buddy" and makes 
another one of his cheap shots, in a long line of cheap shots, about my 
drinking, adding a new twist this time with my "propensity for drunken rages". 
I'm still chuckling over Martin's fancy footwork in Anduin 25/26 (December 5, 
19B3) where he ridiculously attempted to prove that his calling me a "drunkard" 
was in no way meant to imply that I was an "alcoholic". Ill only say that the 
only time anyone sees me in this hobby is about twice a year and that is at cons 
which I consider a party situation and I enjoy myself. What goes on the other 
roughly 360 days of the year, only my cow-lover Elsie and myself know for 
sure. . . 



(!1 agree that Dick has been making cheap shots about your drinking, 
but I don't agree that by calling you a drunkard he called you an alcoholic. 
In recent years, the word "alcoholic" has come to refer to a person who is 
unable to control his use of alcohol. Alcoholism is considered by many to 
be = disease, and is treated as such. By calling you a drunkard, he merely 
suggested that vou got drunk a lot (which, as you point out. he had no way 
of t n ci n l rt q > . i > 
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■ es, ttruce Linfey 15 my "good buddy" but unlile you Diet-, I criticize my 
"uood hudrjy" Htten I t h i n I: he s wrong. I don t back hum as you do Kathy Byrne 
and John Csruso no matter what they say. Put I'm lucky in that I can criticize 
Br <ic." without his regarding me as an enemy. I did not like it, and I told him 
= n, when he uroti? to Bill Highfield 5 commander and also when he mentioned 
' athv s drinking in a public context. Especially since that last tactic has 
bepn used on mv by Dick Martin and his wife Julie repeatedly. 

J sis ?wsre of no evidence that Dick Martin, Terry Tallman or Ed Hrobel ever 
criticise lathy Byrne or John Caruso in their publications for anything. 
Perhans they do it privately as I do to Bruce Linseyv if that is indeed so, 
then their public comment? cancel out such restraint and encourage Kathy Byrne 
and J^h'i Caruso to continue with their innuendo. I was rather surprised to find 
out that neither Terry Tallman nor Ed Wrobel printed Kathy Byrne's mass mailing 
"The Ethical Bruce Linsey" in their publications. I'd like to know why not? 

I vp looted at the anti-Linsey crowd's arguments with a skeptical eye since 
their tr?cl. record in the past for veracity (Bob Olsen), accuracy (Terry 
lallmant and proof a* charges made (Kathy Byrne and John Caruso) has been 
e-itremely porir. 1 see very little that is convincing when you clear away the 
innuendo, the unsubstantiated charges and the loud voices. I'm like Ron Brown 
wh«?n he? stated: "all I need i s ... proof ... and I'll take over the anti-Linsey 
campaign." 

These feuds do have their humourous aspects. James Wall, in the last issue 
of So I Lied, published a feature called "hobby rumours" in which he makes fun 
of different thinqs. It's not to be taken seriously. Here are some of them: 

"Terry Tallman has actually published something funny that didn't belittle 
another hobbyist. Will wonders never cease?" 

"Ed Wrobel is planning to expand Feydesse so as to include Europeans as 
well. He's going to call it Eurgpa Feydesse." 

"Is it really true that John Caruso has a sense of humour? Where does he 
h i dp it when writing ne"" 

"John Boardman has decided that the U.S. government s sub cheque will be 
held <ta;:es> until Reagan publicly apologizes to the Russians for calling them 
an Evil Empire. The legality of the action is being ignored: what is important 
19 the principle involved. After all, two wrongs do make a right. ..in New 
'(or):. " 

Let s move on to something else. Mr. Hutton, I have noticed that several 
we 1 1 - known Americans in NFA seem to be spelling words like "cheque" and "honour" 
in distinctly non-American ways. Are you " Canad i an i i i n g " the letters of your 

American s u b b s r s ~ 

'(I trv to convert all spelling into Canadian standard spelling. 
Otherwise. NFh would be like the tower of Babel: Canadian standard one 
page, American standard the next, Alexandria English the next. Flushing 
E n a 1 l s h the nest . . . ) ) 



I i-3 II, enjoy Arthur Ma joor s "The Dipdom Wars" and your follow-up to it. 
The "Hi 1 -F'urpnse Feud Letter" was great too, and I always enjoy Linda Carson's 
cartoons. The creation one last time was hilarious. And I think I told you 
that Flair Adamache was nominated by me for the Rod Walker Award for writing. 
Gee, Steve, hurrv Par! from Europe so we can e n j o v you and these oeople again 1 

ft vou gpt to Belgium and meet Luc Dodinval, ask him two things: (Is What 
hs= tii^ real impression of Claude Gautron"*' and <2> Is Luc readv for 
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12 Pages of Homosexual Crap 

is an occasional subzine printed on non-white, non-pink paper. 
It is edited by Steve Hutton and was named by John Pack- 



Welcome to Canada s newest and bluest subzine. What once went by such 
quaint euphemisms as "the special section" and "the blue pages" now has a 
legitimate name, thanks to John Pack. (See his letter inside.) from now on, 
please refer to this section as "12 Pages of Homosexual Crap" or, if you prefer, 
"the subzine that dare not speak its name". 

Unfortunately, a subzine has to have existed for at least three issues to 
be rated in the Runestone Poll, so "12PoHC" will have to wait until next year. 

This subzine Hill appear every now and then, particularly in issues that 
promise to be massive anyway. I still have lots of ideas for it. 

This issue has some pretty good stuff. Id like to thank Jim Robertson. 
Linda Carson, John Pack, and Alan Yoshioka for their contributions. 

Bath House Blues — — " 

The other day, I went to a gay dance in Toronto (probably the subject of a 
future article). I felt that I had two options. The first was to -stay until 
the end (5:00 in the morning) and then go to the train station, there to wait 
until the first train left for London (8:20). The second was to leave when 
exhaustion overtook ne and spend what remained of the night in one of Toronto s 
fine bath houses. 

About the latter, I should explain. I was welt aware of the reputation 
bath houses have as havens for casual s e :: between men. I had no reason to 
believe that this reputation was undeserved. If I ever want to have sex Hith a 
total stranger, or catch the sort of exotic disease most of you can only dream 
of, the first place I'll go is one of Toronto's fine bath houses. 

But, there is another side to the baths. I had read an article by a 
straight nan who once spent a night in a gay bath house. He recommended it as 
an incredibly inexpensive place to spend the night. You get a room (of sorts) 
compelte with a bed (of sorts) for very little money. Also, vou don't have to 
reserve days in advance. They are, in short, perfect for the young man who. at 
the end of a night on the town, doesn't have a place to stay. 

In this spirit, at 2:30am, 1 looked in the Yellow Pages under "baths". 1 
found several, and called one of the ones with the biggest ads. The ad said, 1 
noted approvingly, that this bath house was open 24 hours a day. I called and 
asked about the rates. I was told that a "roomette" cost $13 for B hours, T17 
for 12 hours. As $13 was well within my budget, I set off. 

On the way, I gave a fair amount of thought to the implications of spendina 
the night in a place where rooms are rented by the hour. It seemed to me that 
there were «any arguments in favour and none against. The price was right, I'd 
have a ready-made article for NFA, and, if I was really lucky, f might just get 
a charge of "being found in a common bawdy house" to put on my resume. 

When i arrived, I got same good news and some bad news. The good news was a 
special students !- seniors rate of t? for b hours. The bad news was that there 
was a one and a half hour wait for a room. I hadn't thought to ask, of course, 
:f Id have to wait for a room. I'm used to dealing with establishments that 
rent by the day, none of which would say "yes, sir, we have vacancies, but there 
(■nil be a 2 day wait. In the meantime, please enjov our sauna and pool". 

! considered leading. but t~> was even easier to cost- just i f v than 113, and 
I was haunted b ■. the -spectre of white space in NFrt. I put down my t\v 
i in luding 3 t 1 I f y and towel deposit) and went in. i was given a towe! and a 
1 r: 1 1 sr It fhe !o:! pr was to ti o I d mv clothes, i-ihose primary function would be 

; ■ i, 1 * >_ i' d t .' the- ♦ awe 1 for the ne:: t hour and a half. 
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Ihe Hi tchhi l^er _s Gyidg to the BaLiH.^ recommends knowing where your towel 
is. In a bath house, this is mare than etiquette. If you don't know where your 
towel is, or if that place is not somewhere near the waist/hip region of your 
person, you may find yourself an unwelcome guest. Signs suggested that towel- 
wearing was de rigeur and I took them at their word. 

Once I was clad in the local costume, I began to explore. Nat that E had 
any particular interest in exploring, mind you, but I did have a fair bit of 
time to I- i 1 1 , The place was remarkably civilized. It contained a snack bar, 
some video games, a lounge with a large-screen TV, a pool, showers, a sauna, 
etc.. I checked out all of the places where I thought I'd be allowed to go 
without taking off my towel. Before long, I had settled down in the lounge, 
where an old Rock Hudson movie was showing. 

The clientelle included people of various ages and occupations. Some were 
unmmi stakeabl y successful businessmen. t wondered if bath house fees were tax 
deduc table. 

I had been there about half an hour when something happened that 1 hadn't 
considered -- 1 met somebody I knew. (No, he wasn't an NFA subscriber.) My 
first thought, of course, was that he must be there for the same reason I was. 
Undoubtedly, some other 'lire (probably Europa Express) had commissioned him to 
write a story on gay baths in Toronto. 

He also assumed that we were both there for the same reason. This he made 
evident by saying, "you sleaze bag". 1 suspect that I blushed at this point. 

1 explained my reasoning: the baths are very cheap, and, besides, it would 
be an interesting experience. He allowed as how the latter was a more 
believable reason than the former. 

My number was called out after I'd been there only an hour. I took my 
clothes out of the locker, and traded my locker key for a room key. My room 
number was in the 400 's, an indication of how popular this place was. 

Half the room's area was taken up by a small single bed. The room also 
contained a small closet (in case of home-sickness?). A few rooms had open 
doors. As I understand it, an open door constitutes an invitation. 1 
graciously declined these invitations as I was tired, not really interested in 
having sex with someone about whom I didn't even know a first name, and not 
particularly attracted to any of the men doing the inviting. (In fairness, I 
should point out that there were some relatively attractive young men in the 
1 ob by . ) 

My efforts to fall asleep met with no success. For some reason, the 
management had decided to pipe in relatively loud music. Perhaps this was an 
attempt to cover the. . ■ er . . .natural sounds of the place. If so, I think they 
made a bad decision. The natural sounds would have been less distracting or at 
least more interesting. After a few si umber I ess hours, I put on my clothes, 
retrieved my deposit, and left for the train station. 

There are a few conclusions tD draw from this. First, if you find yourself 
in a big city with nowhere to spend the night, consider the local bath houses. 
They're very inexpensive, and relatively safe. If someone starts coming on tD 
you, you need only say "no" (or, if you prefer, "yes"). 

Second, a bath house provides a place to lay down, but not necessarily a 
place to sleep. If I hear of a Toronto bath house that doesn't play loud music, 
I'll be sure to plug it in NFA. 

Third, (and this isn't a legitimate conclusion since it's a point not made 
previously in the te::t) if you're going to spend the night in a bath house, 
don't tell your parents until afterwards. Statements like, "Hey, mom and dad, 
I m going to Toronto to spend the night in a gay bath house" are a great strain 
upon the parent. 'child bond. 
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((Alan Yoshioka, a friend o-f tine, had a column about gay life in the 

student newspaper. He gave me permission to reprint this, his second-last 

column. It Has also his best. All of his previous columns had been signed 
"l?be Gerrard" la g seydon vm| . i 1 



Harvey Milk's Hope 



by Alan Yoshioka (not a pseudonym' 



The winner of the 1984 Academy Award for Best Documentary is The limes of 
d*C v e* Milk, an intricate, lively and compelling history of North America s 
first openly gay elected official. 

On November 7, 1977, Harvey Milk warn elected San Francisco city supervisor. 
He and Mayor George Mascone were shot to death November 27, 1978, by former 
supervisor Dan White. 

That night, forty thousand mourners, gay and straight together, walked to 
city hall, in a vast sea of candlelight, composing one of the film's most 
beautiful and stirring images. 

White, a former policeman, was tried on two counts of first-degree murder. 
The defense explained that White had cracked under terrible personal, moral, and 
political pressures at city hall, described the confessed killer as a defender 
of traditional family values, and said he had been thrown off-balance mentally 
by his junk food binges, what became known as the "Twinkle defence". 

White's lawyer told the jury there was no premeditation when White climbed 
into city hall through a window to avoid a metal detector, shot hose one, and 
reloaded his gun before running to Milk's office and shooting him. The all- 
heterosexual, all-white jury returned a verdict of guilty of voluntary 
manslaughter. White was sentenced to five years in prison and is now free. 

The gay community was outraged. Five thousand demonstrators converged on 
city hall; in the ensuing riot a dozen police cars were torched and the total 
damage came to three hundred thousand dollars. 

Shortly after his election, Milk taped a speech to be played only in the 
event of his death by assassination. Me urged that people build constructively 
on their anger at his death: "I would like to see every gay lawyer, every gay 
architect come out, stand up and let the world know. That would do more to end 
prejudice overnight than anybody could imagine." 

In office, Milk's major political accomplishment was the overwhelming 
defeat of Proposition 6, a state-wide referendum on firing all gay and gay- 
positive teachers fro* California schools. At the No-on-6 celebration rally, he 
said: "This is only the first step. The next step, the more important one, is 
for all those gays who did not come out, for whatever reasons, to do so now. To 
come out to all your family, to cone out to all your relatives, to come out to 
all your friends — the coming out of a nation will smash the myths once and for 
all." 

Milk's victory was an inspiration to gays and lesbians in cities and small 
towns across the continent, a sign that the doors could be opened by anyone. 
His taped message ends: "...my election gave somebody else, one more person, 
hope. And after all it's what this is all about. It's not about personal gain, 
not about ego, not about power -- it's about giving those young people out there 
in Altoona, Pennsylvania hope. You gotta give them hope." 

The closing stsne at the film shows a smiling Harvey Milk leading the Gay 
Frpedom Day Farads on .lime 25. 1978; the voiceover is from that tapes "If a 
be 1 let =r\cmii1 enter Ti y brain, let that bullet destroy every closet door." 

F.-erv rloset door. One more down, how many to go" 



atjc letters; 

John P3ck * received your latest Issue of No Fixed Address ; thank you 
for tin- coin t t-sy of sending me a copy. I have a few comments I'd like to make; 
you mny print them at your own option. 

First, T claim full responsibility for all of my statements; none of them 
represent the position of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter -Day Saints (Mormons) 
unless so stated. My Hitler statement, thus, should be attributed solely to 
me, not to "John Pack, former Mormon missionary" since my church has nothing to 
do with my statement. Neither I nor my church desire such insinuation. 

((I did not mean to suggest that the Mormon church thought as highly 
of mass murder as you claimed to. I only thought that my readers would 
find your statement especially interesting if they knew it came from someone 
who was recently employed spreading the alleged love of an alleged god.)) 

As 1 have already made clear, my "Hitler" statement does not represent my 
position, rather, it was designed as an attention getter (and I might add, it 
clearly «rorked — just a little too well). 

((Then I assume you would understand If I said (Just to get attention, 
of course) that I thought all Mormons should be rounded up, put into 
concentration camps, subjected to the most brutal physical and psychological 
abuse imaginable, and then slaughtered with their skin turned Into lamp 
shades or tobacco pouches and their ashes turned into soap. Fortunately, 
I doubt that I'll ever crave attention quite that badly.)) 

What is the position of the Mormon Church, you might ask? Homosexuals are 
not allowed to join or remain In the church in accordance with all of God's 
revealed word. This is, of course, according to the Bible, regardless of what 
Rod Walker may say. There are no pro— homosexual statements therein and plenty 
of anti-homosexual ones. Any religion which believes in the entire Bible (Rod 
disclaims verses that don't go along with what he says) naturally holds the 
same position. Homosexuals, however, are not persecuted or demeaned. Members 
are expected to show them Christ-like love and help' them in any way possible. 
No person is barred from attending any meeting. Membership is given only 
to those who are willing to live according to God's laws though. 

While you would not agree with such a position, It is consistent and to 
be expected. Neither I nor the church would want to force our beliefs on anyone. 
Nevertheless, knowing that God answers honest prayers, I testify that God will 
answer sincere, honest inquiry on this issue. 

((If your comments about the avoidance of persecution, "Christ-like 
love and help", and so on, mean that you and the Mormon church advocate 
the end to all "sodomy" laws, then I am very pleasantly surprised. If 
not, they come off sounding very hollow. 

There are Christians who would disagree with your statements about 
the Bible's condemnation of homosexuality. If you are interested in this 
matter (as T am not), you «ay want to read The Sexual Celibate and Gays 
tinder lirare. Thev apparently state their cases well. 

t, personally, don't vorry much about theological arguments among 
fundamentalists. Anyone who literally believes the entire Bible must 
worship a god who commanded the Israelites to commit horrendous war 
crimes (the slaughter of women and children, for example). Compared to 
tills, believing that all homosexuals are sinners is pretty tame.)) 
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Again, I am not a Catholic and what a continuous string of Popes says 
doesn't concern me much. I don't regard sex as a purely reproductive act, its 
pleasurable aspects can be Important strengths within a marriage. Within marriage 
it serves as the deepest expression of love and commitment and serves to build 
the relationship and bond of the parents. 

Your "reply" merits no response, so I won't bother addressing the foolish 
ideas you attempt to present as "logic". 

((You mean I didn't live up to your high standards of logical 
argument? I'm crushed!)) 

Even if it really turns you on, I can't imagine that your other subbers are 
very thrilled at the prospect of having 12 pages of homosexual crap in each 
issue of NFA . t rather expect the whole issue was growing old after just three 
Issues of VoD. You can do whatever you want with your 'zine though. 

((If I were to judge solely by the number of positive comments I 
received, I would say that my "special section" was by^ far the most popular 
thing I've ever published. Clearly, your imagination is deficient.)) 

As far as homosexuality goes, your own case history contains enough detail 
to Indicate a social/psychological deviation. 

({Specifics, please! What exactly did I say that indicates that I'm 
sick. (Or was that just another one of your not-quite-true attention-grabbers?) 
If you want to consult with a professional on this matter, write to: 
The Association of Lesbian and Gay Psychologists 
a/o The American Psychological Association')') 

You, of course, realize that your own opinions are a bit clouded by your 
status as a homosexual. (Mine no doubt are too though, though I am neither a 
practicing heterosexual nor a homosexual. I have enough self-control to wait 
until after I'm married, unlike others who can't control their urges to cont- 
inuously mate.) 

((I realize that my opinions are clouded by being gay?" Hardly! 
I have no idea what may cloud your opinions, though I doubt that you can 
blame heterosexuality for your misconceptions. 

I suspect most people have enough self-control that they could go 
through life as celibates. They only lack the foolishness to do so.)) 

Just because It feels good doesn't necessarily mean that it is. 

{(Just because the Bible says something is true doesn't necessarily 
mean it is, either!)) 

Well, that's about all I have to say. Have a nice day! 
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Dave Carter Award Nomination 

As most of you know, the Dave Carter Award was established two years ago 
to honour the most sexist person in the postal Diplomacy hobby. Almost alone 
among hobby services, the DCA has a completely clean name, unsullied by 
boycotts or allegations of impropriety. As incumbent, I have a strong interest 
in maintaining the award's good name. Ten years from now, I waat to say with 
pride that I once won the Dave Carter Award. I want my name to be in the company 
of men and women whose sexism is unquestionable, not every Tom, Dick, and Harry 
who drools over brassiere ads. 

Because of my strong concern for the integrity of this award, I have spent 
the last year searching for a suitable succeiaor. No slur against women, 
however slight, has escaped my attention. Nor have 1 restricted my search to 
North America; I have also scrutinized all recent issues of many British and 
European "zines. After this exhaustive search, 1 have come to the conclusion 
that one hobbyist stands head and shoulders above the rest in sexism. I refer, 
of course, to Steve Hutton. 

Now, this may come as a surprise to some of you. After all, Dave Carter 
himself has said that I don't have much of a chance given my new. . . er . . . reputat ion. 
But is this really the case? 1 will acknowledge that it's now more difficult 
to convince the hobby that I view women as sex objects; on the other hand, this 
can only bolster my credentials as a woman-hater. 

According to a once-popular psychological theory, I owe my .. .er. . .condition 
to a fear .of vaginas with teeth. (Yes, you read correctly, vaginas with teeth.) 
Although this is somewhat embarrassing to admit, the theory is entirely correct, 
in my case anyway. I've had this fear ever since that fateful day when, though 
I was but six years old, I snuck into the London Public Library and stole a 
copy of Tho Cimt That Ate Chicago. For the next ten years, I had nightmares 
of labia majora nibbling on the Sears Tower. Whenever I got a present, I would 
say, "that's not a vagina with teeth, is it?". X was teased and ridiculed. 
The other kids didn't understand my gynecodental obsession. 1 was sent to a 
psychologist. Fortunately, he was a Freudian so he understood my problem. 
"A textbook case," he called it. I've made a lot of progress under therapy. 
I can now bear to look at a woman's genitals, provided that she flosses regularly. 

Alas, that wasn't my only problem. I'm also the male equivalent of the 
castrating lesbian you hear so much about: a gay man with the uncontrollable 
urge to perform hysterectomies. Tn high school, while other guys were looking 
for a girl who'd give head, I was looking for one who'd give uterus. Oh, I 
knew all the lines: "It won't hurt a bit", "I'll still respect you", and, 
best of all, "If you love me, you'll let me do it". I masqueraded as a doctor 
in the local clinic, trying to trick gullible women into unneeded surgery. 
It was a life of deceit, a life of shame. 

I'm getting better now. But the progress is very slow. When I meet a 
woman for the first time, I still fear her vagina and covet her uterus. Despite 
my best efforts (and thousands of dollars worth of psychotherapy) I'm still the 
most sexist person in the Diplomacy hobby. 



Woi tli Ouyting: the editor of In Touch maqazine, in response to a letter 
that praised the pictures but panned the captions: "Thanks for your kind words 
about the photos. but we can't imagine why you think our te:<t is crude and 
degenerate. We d Jove to try to change your mind, so why don t you come to Los 
Anqeles and we'll di-cuss it while I ram my big stiff cock down your burning 
t>->p:iaoe thrgjt. After vou ye shot your hot cum on my biq hairy chest and felt 
n\ . rjo?' t'.'nflue ;a-<inst .-our sweet balls and tiaht little innocent ass. I'm sure 
.■■j". I? r»?h:i.' huw refined we reel 1 v are. " ( (See. I ' a not the on 1 v one who has 
fur. responding to 1 e t t P r - . ' 1 ) 
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JOKES 

What 5 the worst thing about getting AIDS 7 Trying to convince your parents 
that you're Haitian, 

What's the difference between an oral thermometer and a rectal thermometer? 
The taste. 

Three gays were discussing their -favourite sports. Bob said his favourite 
was football because of the guys bending down in tight pants. Frank preferred 
wrestling because you get to go one-on-one with a scantily-clad man. Bill liked 
baseball best. His friends were surprised, so he explained: "I stand out there 
in centre field, waiting. Finally the batter hits it to me. I run to get it, 
pick it up, and watch him run around the bases. The crowd goes wild. 'Throw 
the ball, you cocksucker, they shout. find that's what I like -- recognition." 

What's the most painful part of a sex change operation? When they sew in 
the anchovi es . 

Did you hear about the gay in the military acadeoy 7 He decided to switch 
majors. 

What's in the air in San Francisco that keeps the women from getting 
pregnant? Men's legs. 

A guy was shipwrecked on a desert island with six women. They agreed that 
he would spend one night of the week with each of the six women. This was quite 
nice at first, but after a while the poor man was getting worn out. He prayed 
for God to send another man to the island. One day, his prayer was answered. 
He spotted a raft in the distance with a man on it. fis the raft got closer, he 
saw that the man on it was Boy George. "Damn!" he said, "there go my Sundays." 

A 500 pound drunken marine came into the bar, looking for trouble. He 
stood in the middle of the bar and shouted, "Everybody on the right side of the 
bar is a scum-sucking commie bastard." No one said anything. He then said, 
"Everybody on the left side of the bar is a dirty little cock sucker . " A guy on 
the right side got up. "You looking for a fight?" the marine asked. "No," the 
guy replied, "it's just that I'm on the wrong side of the bar." 

Did you hear about the two Irish homosexuals? Patrick Fit:Henry and Henry 
Fi tzPatr i ck . 

(Submitted by Rod Walker:) Two lovers were breaking up, and one of them 
was packing to move out. He was flouncing about their apartment, throwing 
things in suitcases and boxes. It happened that he CDuld not find a 
particularly favourite item of clothing, a yellow tie. Search as he might, he 
couldn't locate it. Finally, in pure frustration, he turned on his ex and 
accused him of hiding it and demanded its return. His ex just gave him a 
scornful look and said, "kiss my ass." He replied, "I don't want to make up: 1 
just want my yellow tie!" 

Why did the Greek boy leave home? He didn't like the way he was being 
reared. Why did he return'? He couldn't stand to leave his brothers behind. 

In Greece, how do they separate the men from the boys"' With ? crowbar. 
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One Dark and Stormy Night by nm Robertson 

It was a dark and stormy night in early April when Steve called and 
suggested that I accompany him and Linda Carson out for a drink to relieve 
the monotony of exams and work. I hadn't been out In a while and figured I 
could use a change of pace. Steve said he knew of a nice little place in 
Kitchener . 

We parked and walked down thi3 back alley to a plain white door. At this 
point, my apprehension began to grow. The crack of thunder and lightning subtly 
reminded us that it was pouring out. Linda and I quietly followed Steve's lead. 

Behind the white door was a dimly lit hallway and a second door. I half 
expected a secret knock, password, and a 400 pound bouncer. But no. We 
cautiously followed Steve through the door to find a dark, smoky bar room with 
a decent-sized dance floor and the Eurythmlcs playing. As we crossed the dance 
floor, I noticed something I thought to be a bit unusual. The men were dancing 
with men and the women were dancing with women. Linda and Steve looked pretty 
cool about it all, so I assumed that It was just that I hadn't been out dancing 
recently and that this was the latest craze. But, something about this place 
wasn't quite right. I couldn't quite place it. 

We checked our coats at a counter that also aold candy and cigarettes. 
The sign said "Candy ... 50c , Fags . . . 2 . 25" . At this point, I had what I thought 
to be my first real clue. I had seen enough old war movies to know right away 
that British people called cigarettes "fags". I wasn't going to be fooled. 
We walked to the bar and I asked for a pint of bitter. The bartender looked 
at me in a queer manner and handed me a very unBritlsh Labatt's Blue. 

I was stumped. "I can't quite figure out what's different about this 
place," I commented to Steve and Linda over a game of PacMan . They looked at 
me strangely and Steve asked if I had read the giant NFA Issue. "Well not 
exactly," I muttered, "but I'll get to it soon I'm sure". Linda giggled 
slightly and returned to playing PacMan, leaving Steve to explain to me his 
pred lcament . 

"Don't you see," yelled Steve, "the letter to Imprint , the meetings 
Wednesday night, and this whole place? This is a gay bar." I commented that 
I was pleased that he and his friends were happy. Just before Steve was about 
to break his beer bottle over my head for "stupidity above and beyond the call 
of duty", Linda casually turned to me and said "he means HOMOSEXUAL" . 

I was in shock. My life flashed before my eyes. The pictures in the paper, 
the story In National Enquirer would ruin my family life and political career. 
I then reminded myself that I was only 20, single, heterosexual, not In politics, 
and nobody seemed to be rushing to take my picture. With this calming thought, 
1 returned to the conversation with a small embarrassed laugh and the comment "Oh* 

I figured that I should try to blend In and look Inconspicuous. I mean, 
after all I was one of a very small minority in a room full of people who thought 
my sexual practices were unnatural and unpleasant. If these people found 
out I was straight, I could be shunned and outcast. I looked around to see 
how to "act gay". I was kind of surprised to find that there wasn't anything 
that was a common trait. No squeaky voices, limp wrists, or even a hint of 
pink, except on the girls, who were pretty and well dressed. -Linda and I 
were introduced to some of Steve's friends as tourists, just visiting. Linda 
made a snappy comment about gay hairdressers and was promptly Introduced to one. 

Towards the end of the evening, Linda and Steve pointed out to me that the 
men that they had been looking at were looking at me. I wasn't too sure whether 
to be complimented or not, but the thought unnerved me slightly. 
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I ventured across to the bar to get something when the guy beside me said, 
"Can I buy you a drink?" In the spirit of adventure, I politely requested a 
Pepsi. He introduced himself and I shook his hand. After a very thorough and 
meaningful conversation of two minutes, in which he learned such useful 
Information as my first name and whether or not I came here often, he suggested 
that I accompany him home. I declined graciously citing a "meaningful other" 
as an excuse, and scurried back to the security of my friends. 

We finished our drinks and left as it was getting late. I wondered If I 
could stop off at another bar and beat up an Australian rugby team or something 
to reassert my masculinity. 

Just remember, it it's a dark and stormy night and Steve asks you out 
for a drink... be prepared. 

The Same Dark and Stormy Night by steve Hut ton 



((I have a slightly different perspective on the evening. I have 
tried to make my story exactly as accurate as Jim's.)) 

One day, I was sitting at home thinking about my immensely satisfying 
sex life when my thoughts turned to Jim Robertson. Jim, as you may recall, 
once wrote a letter to NFA hoping for an improvement to his sex life, which 
only got worse. What could I do, I wondered, to help improve Jim's sex life? 
Then it hit me. 1 called up Jim and told him 1 knew of a bar where he'd never 
need to pay for his own drinks. "Will there be girls there?" he asked, intrigued 
"Lots of them," I replied truthfully, "it's ladles* night." He accepted with 
the eagerness characteristic of the sexually disadvantaged. 

I called up Linda and asked her to come along. She was happy to accept. 
As a member of NFA ' s editorial board, she felt some responsibility for Jim's 
unfortunate condition. 

Since Jim had his parents' car (a vehicle larger than many Latin American 
countries) for the week, he offered to drive. And drive he did, through one 
of the fiercest thunderstorms I had ever seen. 

We entered the club through a back door with subtle, understated decoration. 
The place is a haven for nostalgia buffs: the entrance Is straight out of a 
1930' s speakeasy, the Interior decoration calls back to the early AO's when 
rationing was most severe, and the mid 70's contributed a 150 decibel disco 
beat superimposed over every song. 

As I dried myself off, I realized a fatal flaw in my plan. We let Jim 
drive. If Jim found someone to help Improve his sex life; Linda and I would 
have to walk home several miles in the pouring rain. 1 turned to Linda and 
said "Gosh, it's terrible outside. Good thing we don't have to walk home." 
The look of terror on her face showed that she understood my hint. Thereafter, 
we would work as a team to make sure that Jim didn't get lucky that night. 

To understand the rest of this story, It will help if you form a mental 
picture of Jim. He resembles nothing so much as Tom Cruise on a relatively good 
day. To Jim's credit, he has borne this handicap with a minimum of self-pity. 

We hadn't even gotten to the bar when the first guy cast a long and meaningf 
glance at Jim. I quickly thrust my body between the two of their. Linda guarded 
Jim's other flank, politely offering the man beside her a handkerchief to wipe 
the drool off his face. I told Jim that I accepted him as he was, and he didn't 
have to prove anything to me by going out with a guy. Linda opined that one 
or two bad experiences with women weren't reason enough to give up. 
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Eventually, we manoeuvred him next to a wall. Logist lcally , this was 
much better, since it meant only one of us needed to guard him at a time. 
All this time, Jim was blissfully unaware of our efforts to guard his hetero- 
sexual ity. He did wonder why so many people near him doubled over in pain, 
almost as if they had been kicked in the groin. Linda speculated that it 
might be an early symptom of AIDS. I reminded Jim that you could get this 
dread disease by having sex with Just one man. 




Drawing by Linda Carson 
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After what was, for Linda and me anyway, an exhausting hour, I asked 
Jim if he wanted to go home yet. "Not yet," he said, "I was kind of hoping 
a guy would try to pick me up. Then I'd have something to tell my friends 
about." I explained to him that he just wasn't of a type that many gay men 
found attractive. "Some guys looked interested," he replied. "They were 
being polite," Linda offered helpfully. "Yes," I continued, "gay men are 
always polite." Jim agreed to leave, but only after he'd had another hour 
to try his luck. 

About 20 minutes later, it happened. Both Linda and T were distracted 
for less than a minute, long enough for a guy to slip in and start up a 
meaningful conversation. 1 reproached Linda, reminding her that It was 
her shift; she was responsible for this guy getting next to Jim. "What 
could I do?" she asked, "This woman from the local paper started interviewing 
me. She was doing an article on lesbians in the 80' s. I had to get out of 
there. I mean, it's one thing to explain to your husband how you accidentally 
ended up in a gay bar; it's another thing to explain your name getting in the 
paper as a typical lesbian." After a moment of argument, we fell silent and 
heard the words we dreaded: "I don't mean to be forward, but how would you 
like to come back to my place?" 

I remembered John Pack's assurance that God answers sincere prayers. 
Linda, more practical as always, told me that if she got wet, I would be 
held responsible. "I got a new hummus recipe," she said, "in which the 
chick peas are replaced by Brussels sprouts". Her face showed not a molecule 
of pity. Cooking editors are tough; they have to be. 

To our great relief, we heard Jim say, "No thanks". We then persuaded 
him to take ua home. 

"We should do this again some time," Jim suggested. At the same instant, 
Linda and I said, "Next time, I'll drive." 



Ms. Carson replies: 



If I'd known I'd be accounting for my whereabouts that storm-tossed April 
night, I'd have taken care to be more memorable! Historical accuracy forces 
me to respond to both Jim's and Steve's stories with the kind of responsible, 
reliable journalism NFA readers have come to rely on in the cooking editor. 
After all, as a once-great man recently said, "Cooking editors are tough; they 
have to be." 

First, there are some minor points I'd like to clear up. I did not "giggle" 
In fact, as Steve will agree, I have never giggled and if Jim thought he heard 
a giggle, it was undoubtedly Steve. I do, however, agree with Steve that, when 
I think of satisfying sex, Jim Robertson comes to mind. I suggest that this 
fact accounts for Steve's Freudian phrasing ("I quickly thrust my body between 
the two of them,"). 'Nuff said. 

What really happened that night? Steve & Jim picked me up at my place in 
large vehicle which bore an alarming resemblance to an ark ("What's a cubit?") 
'til you spotted the wheels and the poor reproductive balance of the 
occupants. Through a truly Old Testament downpour, we ferried our way to 
Kitchener. We parked the car, Jim professed his intention to go to the washroom 
only under escort tonight, and Steve checked both of us for conspicuous 
overdress. After a refreshing sprint through the rain, we darted into an 
unmarked alley and through an equally nameless door. 
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Tin.' i I nh ili'ior is early Hue Room (trust me, I ' in the cooking editor). Too 
many mirrors. The music was good and I wasn't panicked by the fact that 
Mr. Clean (you know, the guy on the cleanser bottle, bald, gold ring in ear, 
looks like lie eats stoves for breakfast) appeared to have replaced the 
regular D.J. Pool table, I'ac Man and washrooms too small to fool around in. 

We bought drinks. Chatted a little stiltedly. Played Pac Man. While 
Steve stood in awe of our ability to clear a single screen, we covered the 
social necessities of greeting the people we knew at the club, now that 
they knew that we "knew". 

The bright side of conversations like that is that now we had more people 
to talk to than Steve, who was frankly looking more threatened by our presence 
by the minute . 

Let's face it. Being seen with Jim wasn't hurting Steve's, reputation in 
the slightest. While it would not be truthful to say that every man in the 
place hit on Jim that night, I think it's fair to say that most of them 
checked him out. Jim was gracious and didn't embarass or discredit Steve by 
standing on a table and yelling, "1 do it with teenage girls and I'm glad glad 
glad !" 

I, on the other hand, am about as alarmingly female as a clothed person 
can be. Furthermore, 1 bear no physical resemblance to Steve and hence cannot 
be passed off as a visiting relative seeing the sights. My very presence 
threatened Steve like . . . aha! a simile leaps to mind! You know the routine i 
straight men go through when they find out a friend is gay, and all of the 
sudden they won't turn their backs to him, shower with him, or be seen picking 
out furniture? They feel their sexuality is threatened by his, and him. Well, 
Steve and I arc still working out the details of just how close we can stand 
without prople thinking lie's "that way", and he virtually forbade me to dance 
with anyone male. 

This presented me with a problem because the music was good, and there's 
only so long Jim and I could hang around Steve without really ruining his 
evening. It seemed clear to me that while Jim could dance with Steve, 
or any other man in the place, without a problem other than how to leave 
gracefully (aside: I am absolutely ruthless about this particular point. After 
a lifetime as female of the species, I think learning how to evade and turn 
•town passes is an educational experience every man should have. I also 
believe adults should realize th.it one dance doesn't guarantee an yone 
geLting laid!), 1 would embarass Steve by dancing with Jim. Steve wouldn't 
dance with me himself ("T have enough trouble here"). And while an 
amazing number of people managed to brush my ass in what was not that 
crowded a bar, most of the women seemed to be "together". 

Finally, a friend with a love for flaunting convention assured me 
that if I'd put up with his wretched dancing, he was prepared to risk 
his reputation by being seen on the dance floor with me. 

Good evening tfiereafter. Danced. Drank diet pop. Watched men watching 
Jim. Watched Steve watch men watching Jim. Watched men, which evoked a 
haunt ingly familiar sensation for a dieter, like that of visiting a 
smorgasbord on 1200 calories. Met a few of Steve's friends and tipped 
Ihe nice bartender a lot. Frankly, I've never been that relaxed in a bar 
before, and I've been in a few. There's freedom in the knowledge that 
Lhere's no threat ot being talked into going home with someone you 
didn't want. 1 actually purged a lot of dated memories of bars and pubs 
wi th ou r visit. 

I had a good time. Jim had an interesting and flattering time. And Steve? 
Well, Steve certainly wasn't going to get lucky with us around, but I'm 
sure he* 11 have lots to talk about next time he's at the club. 

That may not be news, but that too is reality. 



Jftgfjttng Wotbti 
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Robert SackS * enclose the December issue of KGQ- which contains the 
o+ticial poiitioi 1 have taken about the Runestone foil. Fred Davis has 
published some lie by Bruce Linsey that 1 am opposing Linsey 's doing the 
Runestone poll, which you can see is untrue. 

Let me elaborate my position fully: I believe the testimony of a number of 
people about Bruce Linsey '5 misconduct; the misconduct as described is 
unprecedented in the history of this hobby; I have called for a total boycott of 
Linsey -- to do otherwise would be to assert that Linsey 's conduct was morally 
acceptable and ordinary practice; I have even agreed to expand KGO to include a 
Zine Directory so that people do not have to deal with Linsey. However, I 
hesitate to extend this to the Runestone Poll. I view all such polls as evil 
and corrupting. I therefore cannot oppose someone I disapprove of running Dne. 
If people want to patronize a rival poll, I cannot prevent them -- if 1 could I 
would prevent them from patronizing anjr poll. ! (Then it's a good thing you 
can't 1 M I might even approve of the misguided rival poll Hith mixed feelings, 
but I cannot approve of using the same or similar name, any more than I could 
approve of using the same or similar name for a rival zine or a rival club 
there are ethical limits. 

tly own experience with Smyth is such that I have a complete lack of 
confidence in his judgement -- he was a worthy custodian of the Runestone Poll, 
and his actions in appointing and confirming Linsey as his successor are to be 
expected. 

1 am going to surprise everybody: the Runestone Poll as published by 
Linsey is two pages of instructions and two pages of poll, which is too much for 
most publishers. 1 have reduced this to one page of each. Any publisher who 
wishes a copy for publication should drop me a request with SA5E -- since this 
doesn't help Canadians, I enclose a copy for you to do the same for the Canadian 
pub Ushers. 

(<This arrived too late to make it in the last issue, hence too late to 
be of any real use. It was a nice gesture, though, which I appreciate.)! 

There are a few errors in the commentary about KGO. KGO was founded 
simultaneously with Lord of Hosts. LgH to consisted of the announcement that I 
had been appointed and a Known Game Openings list. Originally it was variants 
only, then variants and other games, and finally all diplomatic games. While 
the KGO project fed the column in DM, it was never under the control of any 
private publication. (KGO was never, to my knowledge, distributed by DH to 
anyone, though I would not have objected, and still da not -- I have no 
objection to republication in entirety, just to plagiarism and alteration, ) It 
is nonsense to talk about DM authorizing a hobby project, dt taking "back" parts 
of a hobby project. 

As for ignoring KGO, now really. The publishers who send in their updates 
every 2/3 months don't ignore it. The publishers who request it for publication 
don't ignore it. The people who send in SASE s to get copies don t ignore it. 
And Rod Walker certainly didn't ignore it when he plagiarized it. i understand 
that DW is now preparing terms for me to again do the DW game opening column — 
I will have to see what is of f er ed / demanded . 

!<Alr- I said was that if Rod ignored KGO, he wouldn't be the only one 
to do so. This 1 know for a fact because I ignore KGO. I wouldn't be 
surprised if a few other publishers (who knows, maybe as many as three or 
four* ^1 50 ignored it. B/ the way, one of the :ines on your mailing list, 
C.F. Machiayelli, folded about a year a a o . > > 



70 



On to the Moral Majority. I an not a Moral Ma j or 1 tar i an , though I am a 
sympathizer, because I am (mainly) libertarian. The schools in America (United 
States of) have touqht evolution as dogma, not science. They have tought 
democracy as dogma, and ridiculed ethics and morality. People with strong 
ethical or religious beliefs are punished academically and otherwise. The 
schools fail to teach. The MM wants schools responsive to the parents which 
teach, which inculcate the ethics and morality of the parents, which reinforce 
the religion of the family. 

The Moral Majority believes abortion to be lurder, infanticide. There is 
no casual right to murder. A parent cannot kill a child after birth for any 
reason e:cept self-defence, and that isn't too believable. Before birth the 
only justifiable reason for abortion (given this premise) would be to save the 
life of the mother. 

I do not favour the imposition of the "positive" or Christian program of 
the MM. I do favour the removal of those governmental policies which impose 
upon the MM. But then I favour the removal of most government policies, and 

most government. 

((There are those who consider abortion murder. There are also those 
who consider killing a cow to be murder. There may even be a demented 
naturalist somewhere who considers chopping down a tree to be murder. The 
fact that many of them sincerely believe abortion to be murder helps explain 
the fanaticism of many an 1 1 - abor t i on i s t s . It does not, however, mean that 
the law should be changed to conform to their bizarre notions. 

1 agree that the present school system in Canada and the U.S. isn't 
very good, but I suspect we'd disagree on what would constitute a good 
school system. Evolution, and science in general, should be taught better. 
The student should understand exactly why "scientific* creationism is not at 
3 1 1 scientific. 

By the nay, you may be interested in knowing the latest "theory" to be 
treated respectfully within the "scientific" creationist movement: 
geocentrism. Yes, I'm serious. The Catholic church has finally confirmed 
what the fallible suspected for centuries -- that it made a mistake in 
persecuting balileo and now along come some "scientists" to say the 

church may have been right after all. 

This recent development on the fringe of creationism shouldn't really 
surprise us. The creationists hold that the source of alt scientific truth 
is a 2000 -y e ar -ol d document. Such a premise leads to the conclusion that 

if something wasn't common knowledge back in the "good old days" (when human 
1 i f p-nertancv was 3 0 years! it isn't true.)) 



That Li nsey Creature ((This letter is rather long, even for the NFA 

let''-' u in ii. it is divided into sections, as indicated on the Table of 

Contents. At the end of the letter, I'll respond to it section by section. You 
may want to flip to my responses after you read each section. You may not. 
What do 1 care - ' You're probably not even reading this. 

In general, I won t cheerfully print a letter that's 33 1/2 pages long. 
Put, since Bruce has agreed to pay for part of the cost of printing it, (and 
since, even if he is the lying theif some of you believe him to be, it males no 
dif-erence Lines 1 v e already cashed his cheque) I m very cheerful as I present 
tnis letter to vou. I mention this in case any of vou get the bright idea of 
s e r: J i r> ij me a 3 0 + p a g ^ letter.?.' 
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Time win when I felt that Dip Digest was the prime clearinghouse of truth In the 
bobby | aore recently some people say this honor belongs to KFA . Or In other words i 
and to think that I thought the hobby waB run by the Jews. Nov they tell ae it's 
the homo sexual el 

Before addressing the specifics of what appeared In the last two Issues of UFA , 
I have a number of comments about general Issues surrounding the current bobby feuds. 
The first Matter at hand concerns those who have expressed legitimate fears about the 
effect of all this on the Diplomacy hobby. Quite a few people have raised this point, 
so I think It will be beneficial to centralise this discussion here, and give this aa 
ay response to all people who ask ae that question. Bod Walker put It well when he 
said. In a Joint letter to Kathy and ae,"I am going to ask each o£ you to consider, 
whethex the hobby is mone important than youK fieud with the. otheA.. I(J that is thsxz, 
then you must cons ideA. the £act that it is imperative you give up the £eud. VeAionaLty , 
I don't cane to stick aiound and see the fainat Ke.bu.ttA o£ what you two have got going 
heJie. I have many motivations to Leave postal Diplomacy now. . .I'm sujiz I'm not atone 
in these feelings .i£ I &eeZ this way, how many otheJi people wiXt this £eud manage 
to diive out o£ the hob~Ey???" 

To all who have asked these questions or share thla sentiments believe ae. It 
grieves ae to see this happening. Rod Is not the only person I care about who la 
thoroughly turned off to the hobby by all this feuding. Joan Extroa and Steve Knight 
have expressed similar feelings to ae. These are soae of the people whose friendship 
I cherish, and It hurts deep down to know that this feud Is driving ay friends froa the 
hobby. In addition, newcomers are surely being driven away before even getting their 
feet wet. As one who has been dedicated for years to bringing novices into the hobby* 
I an sickened by this. Which of these novices would have become the next Doug Beyerleln, 
the next Fred Davis, the next Steve Hutton? We will never know, and I don't think I 
overstate the case to call It our tragic loss. 

I place the blame for this tragedy squarely on the shoulders of the people who are 
spreading hate and lies throughout the hobbyt Kathy Byrne, Terry Tall man, Steve 
Langley, Bob Olsen, and the rest of their little crowd. I accept little If any blame 
for this myself, since I aa the one who has been placed in the position of having to 
respond. 

Still, It Is possible for ae to bring peace to the hobby — but would this be an 
acceptable peace? I could stop responding to ay attackers, and let every lie go 
unanswered, or even Just agree with everything they say. I could give in to their 
pressure and give up the hobby services I an running. I could, if I chose, even 
leave the hobby. I have done much soul-searching about this. Should I allow ay own 
reputation or ay personal hobby involvement to be sacrificed "for the good of the 
hobby"? Should I knuckle under for the sake of "peace"? 

It is with a heavy heart that I aust answer, "no"; There are two reasons. The 
first Is selfish, I'a afraid, and there's really no way around that. I an a person 
too, and I happen to enjoy playing postal Diplomacy. I flmly believe that I have a 
right to do so without being harassed. I enjoy the hobby so auch that I will fight 
for the right to pursue that enjoyment if I have to. And at this time, I have to. 

The second reason is more important, and not so self-serving as the first. In the 
long run, I WOULD BE DOING THE HOBBY NO FAVOR BY SURRENDING AND ALLOWING BYRNE, OLSEN, 
TALLMAN AND COMPANY TO IMPOSE THEIR REIGN OF TERROR UNOPPOSED. Indeed, the opposite 
Is true i I would be doing the hobby a disservice if I gave In. I aa strong enough 
to sail through the worst that these people can throw at nej but if I were to give 
in, who's next? Coughlan? Berch? Walker? Hutton? Brown? Aa I really acting In 
the best interest of the hobby if I allow this smear campaign to prevail? The 
"peace" thus obtained would only serve to Illustrate that ugly phrase, "might makes 
right". 

For those reasons, I feel I should not — and cannot In good conscience — 
bow down to the hobby lynch mob. That Is, and will have to remain, ay answer to 
people who are asking the same questions Hod Walker has asked. 

True, the above argument disintegrates if one does not accept the premise that I 
am the one under siege | that my attackers are the ones behaving unfairly. But I 
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think I have already demonstrated the truth of this premise In these pages, and if 
need be I will continue to do so. 

One of the sleaziest tactics currently In use by my adversaries Is their campaign 
to discredit anyone who dares to breathe a word in defense of Bruce Llnsey. This is 
their way of expanding the scope of the feud| an essential ingredient in the recipe 
for cooking Bruce 'a goose. What X find really sad 1b the crude ness with which this 
Is being attempted. The general tone of moat of these comment b Is typified by Kathy 
In her circular letter, The Ethical Bruce Llnsey i "the way I see iX, if anyone, can 
beZieve anything that he. is saying, then I neaZZy feeZ sonny fan them, became, he 
centainZy has you bnain washed. " See — I have some sort ol" psychological control 
over the likes of e.g. Berch, Mutton, Rauterberg, and Coughlani heaven forbid that it 
be acknowledged that any of these people can think for themselves! 

Let's get down to aome specifics. John Caruso, In White stonla #90, writes that 
"I have, nothing against people tike Baumeisten on Rautcnbeng . They axe just victim* 
of othens ties. They have the habtt of believing, without questioning, ok asking fan 
facts oh. pnoof, what limey wouZd say. I feel sonny fan them." Uh huh. And what 
about the Bob 01 sens and Steve Langleys who believe that I wrote a sick letter to 
Franc ine because Kathy says she has five witnesses? Are they the brainwashed victims 
of Kathy 's Ilea or are they aware that they have echoed a libelous charge? Or la 
all this okay because, as part of the anti-Linsey mob, they don't have to adhere to 
the standards of honesty they profess to attempt to impose on others? 

Mow believe me. It's a lot of work coming up with thoughts for such pseudo- 
intelligent people as Baumelster and Rauterberg, but the demand has recently increased 
still furthert Nelson Heinteman Is my newest customer. In response to a recent 
press release in The Prince #32. in which Nelson states that he does not support the 
editorial policies of that sine, Jim He ine 1 refers to him as a "lackey". Is this 
becoming repetitive, this pattern of attacking the discretionary abilities of anyone 
who dares to speak a word in my defense? Read on, it gets better i Terry Tallman 
adds two more BRUX toadies to the list, but at least he la kind enough to offer 
reasons as well, and in the process provides a few chuckles. In Bad Doggie #2, 
Berch* a support for me is explained away with "numon has it that they (v"ie and Hark)) 
one neZated" and Gary Coughlan is glibly deprived of any hope of independent 
thought with "Bnuce fctiOHii exactZy what buttons to push to get GaAy to do his bidding." 
Weill While I admit that those ignorant Southerners are a cinch to manipulate, I 
firmly deny that I'm related in any way to Uncle Mark. 

And there are still more mindless BRUX toadies out there In desperate need of 
reform. I'm sorry to tell you, Steve Hutton, that you belong down there on the list 
with Baumelster, Rauterberg, Helntztnan, Berch and Coughlan. According to Ed Wrobel 
In the January Feudesse , you are "misguided**. Is this because you allow all sides to 
be heard in your letter column or because you refuse to condemn people for sick 
letters they didn't write, or is it because you attended BRUXCOH this year? Ed 
doesn't say why you're misguided, of course, but we can safely presume that it haB 
something to do with your stubborn, irrational refusal to join his lynch mob. And 
let me tell you, it's sheer hell keeping you Canucks in line — the customs people 
are really beginning to crack down on all those puppet strings I keep pulling from 
over the border. 

Need I go on, or have I made my point? There are many other Incidents I could 
discuss in detail, but an abbreviated rundown will have to do. James Wall reports 
in his But I'm Happy (a subzine to So I Lied #5) that "since I've stood up fan BRUX 
on the HighfieZd business I've beenTaBeZZed a BRUX toady, had a subscription to 
Polites&e cut without any explanation, and been abused by a couple of ECC'eAS fan 
my tnoubH.es." Wrobel has labelled Fred Davis, who is one of the hobby's most 
respected members and hardest workers, a "racist". (But you see, such slurs are 
acceptable to Wrobel, because Davis won't join the anti-Linsey gang, so anything 
goes in order to discredit him.) Randolph Smyth is portrayed by Jim Melnel as a 
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dumb Ignoramus for handing me the Rune stone Poll. Roy Henricks Is accused by 
Caruso of "vindictive spitef illness" because he accepted ay help with the Zine 
Register. John Kelley Is portrayed, again by Caruso, as being too duab to compose a 
letter without looking up the words In a dictionary. Olsen, writing Id So I Lied #5, 
refers to Berch variously as ay "lapdog", ay "apologist", and one who has a "track 
record of enthusiastic endorsement of every filthy tactic, every lie Llnsey has ever 
put forth." (No examples are given, for the reason that there aren't any to give.) 
Bruce Mclntyre has acquired the nickname "Hush brain" from Terry Tallman. His crime? 
He supports the Rune stone Poll. 

There are many more examples , but I think I've by now established a clear pattern. 
There Is a common thread throughout all of this. These people (Coughlan, Mclntyre, 
Kelley, Hall, Berch, Rauterberg, Davis, Baumelster, Hutton, Heintsman, Henrlcks, 
Smyth) have all been respected, productive members of the Diplomacy community. 
Their sole "crime" is that they are not attacking Bruce Llnsey, and for that they 
are spat upon postally and called lackeys, toadies, and racists. It bothers me to 
see my friends abused in this way, but on the other hand the crudeness of these 
attacks is so obvious. The clear conclusion I draw from all of this la that the 
lynch mob (and I feel justified in using that term in light of the tactics they 
use) is incapable of discrediting these people on a rational level, and bo must 
stoop to this. After all, how can Bruce Llnsey be done away with if his friends 
and supporters aren't knocked off first, right? 

There is one more general topic I wish to discuss at some length before turning 
to the specifics of the last two MFA letter columns | and again, I am doing this for 
the purpose of centralising my remarks in one location. Various proposals have been 
made regarding ways to end this feud. The best of these was Doug Beyerlein's offer 
to arbitrate, which I accepted but Kathy rejected. Another proposal la that both 
Kathy and I simply agree to shut up entirely. A number of respected hobbyists, 
among them Paul Rauterberg and Bill Qulnn, have suggested to me that I go along with 
this. Unfortunately, I cannot accept, and will not agree to, this proposal. And 
here are my reasonsi 

1) IT WOULDN'T WORK. Caruso and Byrne apparently have no conception of what It 
means to shut up, and their supporters have no apparent Intention of doing so. Let 
me elaborate. In a letter from John Caruso to Doug Beyerleln, dated 2/14/85, Caruso 
states that "ai ai Kathy ii conceAned, it ((the feud)) «*X4 oveji in Auguit" and 
"Kathy 6 I havz ihut up in W/KK, ai you can &z& by iAiue. 95...". Ch, really? In 
Issue 95 of Whltestonla/KK . Berch and I are labelled "two dishonest people" (with 
the usual lack of specifics or substantiation, of course). John Kelley Is referred 
to as my "smear buddy" for mailing the Bad Puppy fake. And Kathy has hardly been 
quiet since August either — the January Feudesse has a letter from her which reiterates 
the charge that I've gone after her daughter, and the last several issues of KK have 
contained an abundance of abusive language directed toward me. For example, a letter 
from some brave, anonymous soul refers to me as an unethical, immolat, tying, 
untcA.upulotu> , cLOity, tow down, icum o£ an aZZzgzd human biting." — and that's in the 
December issue, the same one. in which Kathy refers to me variously as a "shit head," 

a "Jackass," and a "sewer mouth" (at least no one's ever accused her of lacking 
imagination...). But the point is that if this is John's and Kathy "s idea of "shutting 
up", then thanks but no thanks. 

Moreover, I have not heard directly from any of Kathy 's supporters that they would 
go along with such an agreement) and Indeed, I find it very hard to believe that the 
Wrobels, Tall mans, and Olsens out there are just going to abruptly call off their 
little campaigns for the sake of peace. But even if by some miracle all of my 
attackers did suddenly shut up, there Is the problem that... 

2) IT WOULDN'T RIGHT THE WRONGS I HAVE SUFFERED. To highlight the most obvious — 
but not the most serious — example, I'd still be out the subscription money stolen 
from me by John Boardman, and unable to say a word about it. (as a side note, it's a 



curious reflection on the ethics of all »y attackers that not one of the a has said a 
word against Boardman's thievery. Hell, if someone like that were defending »e, I'd 
cringe and hope he 'd change sides pronto! ) But the stolen Graustark money is only a 
matter of principle i I am "owed" things far more important, such as a number of 
retractions and apologies. The "Francine letter" is a case in point. There are 
at 111 people out there in the hobby — though probably not many any more — who, 
for whatever reason, believe that I wrote Francine Byrne a "sick letter**. If Kathy 
and I agree to Just shut up, they will go right on believing it. I do not wish to 
have people in the hobby believing that story, and the we-both-shut-up routine does 
absolutely nothing to rectify the harm done by this Big Lie, and many others which 
have been printed. 

But here's a test. Several months ago, in responding to Kathy ' b circular The 
Ethical Bruce Llnsey , I wondered In print whether anyone truly believed that I 
"■!, hoatd have, to tcve. undeji the. cJtoiid o(* a A-tcfe LzttzK to fn.ancJ.no. that I nzv&n 
wnote.." and the unwritten but obvious twin question would of course be, "Why?". 
Wot one person , friend or foe , has yet attempted to answer this . So I re-pose the 
question especially to those people who are advocating that we-both-shulp-up. Why 
should I have to live with this charge on the record and unre traded? 

There are two answers that won't work, so don't try them on met 1) that I did 
write a elck letter to Francine (1 know what I've done, thank you)| and 2) "for the 
good of the hobby" or "for the sake of peace" (It should be clear from the opening 
paragraphs of this letter that I'm Just not buying that "logic"). I personally 
believe that there Is no satisfactory answer to the "why" question, but if anyone 
can persuade me otherwise, maybe I'd change ay mind about agreeing to shut up. As 
we mtand now (and Steve, I'm sorry to be repeating myself, but the message hasn't yet 
sunk In to some people), there cannot be peace In the hobby until Kathy comes clean 
and makes a full, public retraction of this charge. That is a necessary (though 
probably not sufficient) prerequisite to any truce. 

And beyond that, even If the damages I personally have suffered could somehow be 
redressed by an agreement to shut up. . . 

3) IT WOULDN'T ANSWER OTHER HOBBYISTS' QUESTIONS OH LEGITIMATE POINTS OF CONCERN. 
This is where the cold scrutiny of an arbitrator would have been most productive. In 
my opinion. There are probably a number of people In the hobby rirfit now who are 
concerned, for Instance, that the Zlne Register is going to be "a £aAce packed iu£tft 

as Kathy has publicly stated. Others may wonder whether their Rune stone Poll 
ballots will be tabulated fairly, or whether novices are well-advised to purchase a 
copy of Supernova . The we-both-shut-up scenario does not answer these questions for 
anyone — and I am here concerned with the welfare of innocent hobbyists, not 
myself any more. I want It known throughout the hobby that the ZR is an objective 
compilation of data NOT full of lies, that the poll Is going to be conducted with 
scrupulous honesty, and eo on. The hobby is entitled to have confidence in the person 
running these projects, and if there were any legitimate reason why I could not live 
up to that requirement, I'd step down right away. (Though I'm not running the ZR...) 

But even if all the concerns of Innocent hobbyists could be dealt with Just by 
shutting up, there is the sad problem that... 

*0 IT WOULD LEAVE THE DOOR OPEN FOR KATHY (AND OTHERS) TO REPEAT THESE ACTIONS 
IN THE FUTURE. I am not making this point merely to be obstinate. Byrne and Caruso 
have a long history of dishonesty — of telling lies about people, (i will go into 
specifics later in this letter, when I respond to the Caruso and Martin letters from 
NFA #29/30.) This pattern has recurred for several years nowt whenever Byrne and 
Caruso get angry at someone (and it often doesn't take much — the current feud 
started with an angry, threatening phone call from Kathy to me in which she complained, 
among other things, about a crossword puzzle in Voice of Doom in which I committed 
the horrible crime of having "SMYTH" instead of "BYRNE" as the five-letter solution 
to the clue, "maybe Dippy' s top player"), they Just start making up false stories 
about that person. Berch and Walker have been frequent victims, but with all due 
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respect to these gentlemen, I believe I can claim top honors. This tlae. finally 
had it. Never again do 1 want to have to go through this. In the future. If Byrne 
and Caruso start spouting their Mild stories about ie, I want to be able to point 
back to the "Francine letter" episode and use it as an Illustration of Byrne's 
un trust worthiness. In order to do that, I as going to have to establish now that 
Byrne has treated this Matter dishonestly. That Mill not happen In the Just-ahut- 
up scenario. And so I an going to protect myself for the future by pursuing this 
matter until the truth comes out, until it Is clear to everyone that Byrne Is lying. 
Preferably she will save the hobby a lot of unpleasantness by admitting it herself 
once the message sinks in| but falling that, I will have to dig for facts until the 
truth of the matter has become obvious to everyone. 

All right — I recognise that the above sounds strident and combative. Still, 
few others in the hobby have been In a position to appreciate Just what It is like 
to be under siege, by people without a shred of Integrity, for months on end 
continuously, and intermittently for over five years. I Intend to put a stop to It 
not Just for now, but for all time, and sad experience tells me that to Byrne and 
Caruso, a truce is no more than a pause for breath. 

Those are the four reasons why I will not agree to a mutual silence before the 
necessary points have been addressed satisfactorily. I'm sorry to those hobbyists 
who Just want an Instant peace, but this will have to do for my response. Byrne 
and Caruso and their supporters (and I'm thinking especially here of Terry Tallman, 
who was gloating about his precious "holy war" months before I said a word about him) 
provoked this war. Now they've got It — well may It serve them — and Byrne, at 
least, professes not to want It now that I'm actually starting — horrorst — to 
defend myself seriously. Well, that's too bad. Don't expect me to Just shut up and 
fade away because you want me to, Byrne. First you make the retractions you owe me, 
and then maybe we'll talk about It, not until. You made this bed, now you'll sleep 
In it. 

Steve, I am curious to hear your opinion on this matter. Do you feel that it Is 
fair to expect me to Just agree to keep quiet after all that has occurred, or do 
you think I*m Justified If I continue to defend myself, even to the point of 
demanding retractions? I want to know, even if you disagree with me. 

At this point I am deleting from my letter a longish section on the topic of 
offering proof of various charges. I feel that this was covered very well — better 
than I could have done it — by Steve Hutton In his response to Caruso, the part 
about provable versus non- provable charges. But I do wish to point out, so that 
no one forgets, that Kathy offered proof to anyone regarding the Francine letter, 
and then couldn't produce It when her bluff was called. 

The first letters I wish to address are those sent in by Drew Post and John 
Ellis, who decried the existence of "Fighting Words". Drew and John, I want you to 
know that I sympathize with you 100^. Surely, the material in "Fighting Words" is 
unpleasant to read, and I for one do not enjoy all this feuding one bit. However, 
for you two and others who feel similarly, all is not lost. There are many Items in 
NFA which do not deal with feuds, and many other sines which will not give them 
coverage. 

I ask only that you two, and the remaining 85^ or so of the hobby which is not 
Involved and has no desire to be, understand my position. At this time, I am 
under siege by a number of "hobbyists" (used loosely). False and very nasty charges 
are being raised against me in zines whose editors won't send me copies of the 
attacks, won't let me respond, won't print corrections. 

"Fighting Words" is a scruptulously fair forum in which I can reply to the 
people who are too cowardly, too dishonest to let me reply In their own zines. 
There Is no person In the hobby better qualified to publish something like this 
than Steve- Hutton, for he is brave enough, articulate enough and logical enough to 
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demolish any bilge sent in by anyone. And that's all I ask for in this feud, 1b a 
fair forum so that I can fight back faixly. This way, the hobby can hear the various 
issues debated and know that both sides are able to speak out equally. In providing 
such a forua, Steve Hutton Is performing a valuable hobby service. 

Again, I'm sorry that this has happened to the hobby and to your NFA . I hope 
the day Mill cone when NFA and all sines will be totally free of this crap. X an not 
optimistic for the near future, however. And on that cheery note, I'll start replying 
to the letters of my attackers. 

On page 35 of NFA #29/30, we learn that John Caruso does not feel that NFA Is the 
proper place for a "fair" discussion. Hell, I've thought and thought, and have cose 
to the conclusion that he's right on target! Allow me to explain. "Fair" Is a 
subjective term, and so it Is entirely reasonable for Caruso to apply his own personal 
standards when Judging UFA — and heaven knows, NFA doesn't even cone close to living 
up to Caruso's conception of fairness. You (Steve) send out courtesy copies of your 
tine to people Mentioned therein, so that they can read what is being said about 
then. You actually allow people to respond regardless of who they are — even If 
their sues are Bruce Llnsey or Mark Berch. You don't offer to spread around letters 
about people's personal lives, or indulge in abusive language. You don't try to 
destroy hobby services. You don't spread lies about people, or believe stories about 
letters that can't be produced. (What's wrong with you anyway, Steve?!) By Caruso's 
standards, all of this makes you grossly unfair. On the other hand, by ay standards 
and those of most decent people, you are scruptulously fair. 

Here's a recent example or three of Caruso's conception of being "fair". In 
Whltestonla #9**, Caruso argues that I should not be allowed to run the Rune stone Poll. 
To Bake his case, he claims that I "tied to the pfaye.iA((at a Diplomacy con in i960)) 
to gzt pastf o£ a dAaw wtcfft T cznteA, and then took the. boand down be^oAe the. GMa could 
come, ovzri and 'approve' Jit." Now, I will freely admit that I might have lied to my 
co-players in a game in I980, although I'm not certain I see the connection between 
this and my unacceptabillty as Rune stone Pollster. But the other part is pure 
fabrication by Caruso. What's more, his claim is that I printed this in ay sine In 
1980. Good — I'd like to know the Issue number and page where I printed this, 
because I deny it. And this imaginary incident Is then used to illustrate that 
"LinAzy doesn't conduct hJim&eXfa in thz pn.opzK martneA acceptable, to cuAtodiam and 
I am not sent a copy of this report, much less allowed to get in a correction for 
print (Caruso doesn't accept mall from me). And all this Is Caruso's idea of being 
"fair"?! Give me a break!! 

Two sentences later, Caruso says that "I don't know why GaAy hain't told hiA 
KzadzAh the. Vvath. aaaAj/i. ThiA i&n' t the. l&t triune. GaKy haJ> pKintzd g>iot>&ly inaccuAatz , 
ok totally fialAz itatzmznti -in fvU, zinz." And a little later on, "Aomztunz* , hiA 
((Gary's)) fiactA ate not accioiatz, on. even fizlzvant. And AomztimzA , he pnintA 
untAuz AtatemzntA . , ." So here we have dozens of readers of Whltestonla opening up 
their sines and reading that Euro pa Express has repeatedly printed false statements. 
Small wonder that Gary Coughlan, who is In fact as honest as they cone, beat a hasty 
retreat from the ranks of Whltestonla subbers. It's Caruso and Byrne who repeatedly 
print lies in their sine, month after month, and I'm sick and tired of their attempts 
to point the finger at Gary , or me, or Walker, or Berch, or anyone else they might 
happen to dislike at the moment. But, that's their concept of "fairness". 

Another clear example of Caruso's dishonesty comes from Whltestonla #90. On 
page 2 of that issue, he tells his readers that I denied sending Kathy Byrne a 
letter dated 3/19/83. He quotes me as saying in VD #98, "That Izttzn didn't ZxiAt 
zithzt." The problem Is that this quote was taken entirely out of contexti I vas 
not denying sending the 3A9 letter to Kathy. Here's the complete quote from VD #99. 
page li "&hz ((Kathy)) accused me of, Aznding heA a Izttzn. thAzatznina to have hzA 
attachzd in zvzAif zinz in Kmzxica. That IzttZA didn't zxiAt zithzA." *II I denied 
was threatening to have Kathy attacked in every Bine in America (as if I have this 
power anyway...). I did not deny sending her a letter on 3/19/83i and If Caruso 
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wants to have an argument about whether I sent euch a letter, he should first find 
someone who denies I sent It, and argue with that person. In the Meanwhile, I think 
It Is grossly dishonest of Caruso to mislead his readers in this way. But again, I 
just don't share Caruso's conception of being "fair". 

As for the call Kathy made to Me on Hay 26, 1984» Caruso Is slaply covering for 
Kathy by claiming that he made the call. This particular point is, of course, 
unprovable by either side. 

Mark Stege man's letter i well, I cringed upon reading his strong criticism of me 
over the "drinking letter". But, in this case I deserved what I got, and won't 
attempt to defend myself on that issue. Still, Hark, is it worth anything at all to 
you that I at least had the guts to write a public apology? The "off the record" to 
30 people business I can't defend either, but I can explain what happened. I had 
initially written the letter intending to send off Just a handful of copies, to 
people who knew about the situation anyway. It was a spur-of-the-moment decision to 
make and send out all the extras. I "a sorry I did it. In fact, I'm sorry I wrote 
the letter at all. But then, I covered all that in KFA #29/30. 

Tell me this, though, Mark. You have (rightly) condemned my action for discussing 
a personal matter In public. How then do you feel about others who have done the same 
to me? For Instance, what Is your opinion of Dick Martin's letter, which twice 
insinuate* that I am, or might be, a child molestor? How do you feel about the material 
Steve Langley published, In which he invented a love triangle involving me? How do 
you feel about Kathy Byrne's repeated threats to pass around, or publish, a personal 
letter from Alex Lord which the latter clearly indicated was not to be published, Just 
for the sake of trying to embarrass me? Do you find these actions any less revolting 
than the "drinking letter"? If so, I am genuinely curious as to why.' 

Turning now to Dick Martin's letter, he is just plain lying when he says that 
"Alex iayi that L-imey Li> a chttd moteAtoi." It's not a matter of "there's some 
doubt there," as Dick would have your readers believe % the letter doesn't come 
remotely close to saying that, and the statement Is a pure fabrication. 

As for Alex's drop from the hobby, it may Interest some people to learn that 
three articles by Alex appeared in VD after that letter was written. (Two were 
original 1 one reprinted from the Albany newspaper.) In the last of Alex's regular 
columns (VD #85) , she explained quite clearly why she was dropping out, and it had 
to do with the whole hobby situation, not her disagreement with me of a couple of 
months before. Her brief note to me published In VD irtOO concludes with, "Voa'Ke a 
good, dependable £fiiend" — high praise Indeed frtm someone who according to Dick 
Martin calls me a "child molestor". 

Dick claimed also that according to his memory, I denied the existence of the 
Alex letter. As you (Steve) said, he remembers incorrectly. Tell us where, Dick. 

Julie's description (as written by Dick) of the "sick letter to Franclne" is 
.just not accurate. I didn't say "became yoivt mommy doe&n' t Like me" or "bat youK 
mommy won't let me"t and in fact, I happened to be on very good terms with Kathy at 
the time, so those statements wouldn't have been accurate in any event. (If they 
had been, I wouldnft have written any letter to Kathy 's kids.) Either Julie has an 
active Imagination, or she lied to Dick, or Dick lied to you. Which Is it, Dick and 
Julie? And again, Dick just had to throw In "child molestor", didn't he? 

I am going to put off answering Dick's questions about how two Byrne Cons and 
MaryCon were ruined, as I would be grossly out of line bringing up the drinking 
business again, and my replies would necessarily have to include a discussion of | 
that. I will change this stance only if Kathy herself states in writing that she 
wants this topic discussed further, in which case I will answer Dick's questions in I 
detail and not feel guilty about it. Also, I should point out that although there 
was an ugly incident marring MaryCon (initiated by Kathy and witnessed by a number of * 
people), it did not spoil the entire con — in fact, MaryCon was a huge success, and 
I hope to attend this year. * 
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Speaking generally, my approach to this whole discussion In NFA will be that I 
will try to answer all questions printed here and directed toward me, or at least 
explain why I'm not . I have already explained why I won't answer Dick's questions 
alluded to In the above paragraph unless Kathy gives her explicit consent. Other 
types of questions I would feel Justified in refusing to answer are those Involving 
ay personal life (which would Include questions about ay friendship with Alex's 
family, and aoae questions about the Hlghfleld Affair) and questions whose answers 
would involve breaking a confidence. By the same token, I'a going to expect ay 
questions to be answered, or explanations provided as to why they aren't. More on 
that toward the and of this letter. 

Raving aald that. It's now on Be to finish answering Martin. "What one ififcie 
t>tohA.eJd that Kathy iA t>uppo&e.dZy * tplza.dU.ng' about Li.nAQ.y7" And where? I think I've 
already answered this in these pages, Dick, so if the rest of you will indulge me 
while I repeat myself i Kathy has spread a false story that I wrote a "sick letter" 
to her daughter, she has falsely accused me of almost costing her her' Job, she has 
claimed that the Zlne Register will be full of lies. Where? The "sick letter- 
charge alone has appeared in Kathy ' s Korner . Bersagllerl , Coat of Arms , Magus , The 
Prince , Feudesse , and Graustark for starters. But why stop with these recent events, 
and why limit the discussion to Kathy' s lies about me? I claimed earlier in this 
letter that Kathy has a long history of telling lies about people she doesn't like. 
Some other examples appeared In Diplomacy Digest #8U j I'll summarise them here. 

Kathy claimed that Mark Berch had accused her of rigging the 1980 Zlne Foil, a 
charge which was entirely false. In 1982, Kathy resigned from the Orphan Service, 
accusing Berch of opposing her in placing the Overby (a defunct publisher) games. 
Again, absolutely false. In White stonla , Kathy wrote an editorial accusing Berch of 
trying to prevent Lee Kendter from becoming MKC. Mark did nothing of the sort. In 
Voice of Doom #68, I printed a letter from Steve Arna wood lan which he later claimed 
had been labeled "not for print". Kathy sprang to his defense, proclaiming for the 
hobby to hear that "Woody wft-ote. that ttXteA white, at my houAe. -- I wanned him not to 
get camvizd away 6 I know $on a $act he c£zamty mafihzd it 'Hot Vol Piint' . I woa 
vviy AUApt^aecf to aee It In youA z-cne/" Well, I still have the letter, alas for 
Kathy, and it isn't labeled not for print. In a more recent issue of White stonla , 
Kathy claimed that I promised to have her attacked in every sine in America. This 
supposedly referred to my 3/19/83 letter to her, but that letter makes no such threat, 
nor have I ever made such a threat — Kathy made it up. 

Did I answer your question sufficiently, Dick? And while I've got you, do you 
still feel that Kathy Byrne is honest? If so, how do you reconcile that opinion 
with the above incidents? If not, why do you continue to support her? 

Some final questions, Dick, since you saw fit to drag Cary Coughlan's name back 
into this. You once called Gary a dishonest GM in print, and have never either 
retracted it (so far as I'm aware) nor explained the charge to the hobby's satisfac- 
tion (since his games are still as popular as ever). Since I too have played in one 
of Gary's games, and saw nothing dishonest about his GMing, I'd like to ask you to 
get specific 1 what did Gary do as a GM that caused you to label him "dishonest"? If 
there was some valid reason, I think you should tell the hobby what it is. If there 
was nothing, why haven't you retracted the charge? Or does "dishonest GM" fall into 
the same category to you as "child molestor" — just a mindless insult to be hurled 
gratuitously at someone you happen to dislike? 

My first reaction to Terry Tallman's letter was that he ou^vt to take lessons in 
minding his own business — then I noticed that you (Steve) said the same thing. His 
"BRUX Nuke" plot to mail some hate literature anonymously to Alex's parents is 
frightfully pathetic. On the one hand, It disturbs me to think that anyone could 
attempt to be so cruel, although I'm used to that trait In Tallman by now. On the 
other, no, I have no fear of reprisal through Alex. She and her parents are fully 
aware that there are people like Tallman In the hobby capable of stooping to this 
level, and they are equally aware of the entire set of circumstances surrounding the 
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Highfield Affair. Very probably, such a nailing would end up in their waste basket in 
short order. But the fact that Tallman is vicious enough to consider this says quite 
a lot about him. In Voice of Doom #100, I called him a "sadist", and I stand firmly 
by that remark i he enjoys Inflicting pain (or in this case, attempting to inflict 
pain) on others. Don't take my word for it, thought Tallman himself provides all the 
substantiation needed. In the July issue of MSWG , he bemoans the fact that Glover 
Rogerson of the British zine Denver Glont edited out part of a Tallman letter 
"de^tgned to incAXe gneat agony te.vo.Aal American pubiM&hvJu, " — and that's 
Tallman* s own wording . Or, how about this, from Bad Doggie #1 • "...p-ictuJie a long 
chctie Acene. A {sum -tic Biuae Au.nru.ng thfiough atteyi, jump-cng faenceA , AcaAing novices, 
fiinatty I tAap him i« a deadend itneet. I put my AttecVdc to ttu> head cl& he AtaAti 
to AqaiAm, 'Go ahead, make my day, ' [Wtvich I think i& fiout tome a£ you peAC.eJ.ve. my 
motives hen.e -- and you may not he ent*uieJty uviong.)" Nice, objective reporting on 
Tallman' s part, eh? He is clearly obsessed with this goal of hurting people j his 
writing reeks of it. May it serve him well in the hobby and throughout his life. 1 
understand that Terry can be a lot of fun in person, and I know from reading NSWG 
that he does not lack for a sense of humor. That he has a glaring 6adistic streak 
is Just plain sad. 

Tallman *s portrayal of Jay Shufeldt as "the ptayeA who uxu blacktt&ted fio* being 
-IZl" is a classic example of someone spouting off about something he knows nothing 
about. Allow me to set the record straight. In Voice of Doom , I had a policy of 
listing players who NHRed out of games. The purpose of this policy was not to "punish" 
the offending player in any way, but to protect the reliable players. And VD was a 
zine geared toward reliable players | always on tine, inflexible deadlines (I once 
refused a set of phoned orders because the player was a few minutes late), house rules 
well-defined and strictly observed, etc. Tallman, who Is as lax a player as he Is a 
GM, would certainly have trouble sympathizing with this concept, and would probably 
not have enjoyed playing in VD. This is fine. I never claimed that strict GHlng was 
the only way to go. But It was the way I found comfortable, and my players for the 
most part agreed. I have had players tell me that they appreciated the blacklisting 
policy, as it assured that unreliable players would be discouraged from playing In a 
VD game with them, and thus gave the dependable players a better game. 

And yet, strict as I was, I had to recognize that once In a while circumstances 
might cause a normally reliable player to drop out without warning. Because of this, 
I had a well-publicized policy that any player who had dropped need only contact me 
with an explanation or, if appropriate, an apology for dropping. Any player who did 
this would no longer be listed, and would be welcome back In VD's games. Presumably, 
if he cared enough to get back in touch, he'd try to be more reliable next time around. 
Also, a player's name was automatically purged from the list after a year. The system 
worked well, and If I were to start CMing again, I'd reinstate it. 

So far, so good. Enter Jay Shufeldt, a player who, If Tallman' s account is 
accurate, dropped because he was sick. First of all. Jay Shufeldt has never contacted 
me since he dropped out of his VD game, so I had no way of knowing that he'd been ill. 
Tallman then goes on to say that Shufeldt "had orders waiting with the person at the 
phone number called before" when he NHRed for the second time, and for all I know, 
this is true. But I generally didn't call players for orders If they were about to 
drop and the standby had orders on file — presumably if the original player had 
NMRed once and was still interested in playing, he'd redouble his own efforts to get 
his orders in. In this particular case, still assuming Tallman* s account is accurate 
(always a risky assumption), the orders were left with, a third party and 1^ wouldn't 
have accepted them anyway . If Shufeldt could leave orders with a third party, hoping 
that I'd call and get them) it seems to se that he could somehow have managed to 
contact me himself. The fact that he didn't, either before his second NHH or after, 
cannot reasonably be charged to me. 

Now 1 understand that my hard-assed style of GMing (and I Include my blacklisting 
policy) was unacceptable to many, but it was fine for others, and those were the 
players I was GHlng for -- lax players could play elsewhere. I think Tallman's 
condemnation of me in this instance is therefore totally unjustified, and this is 
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compounded by his failure to get the facte straight — "blacklisted for being 111", 
Indeed! (it occurs to me that Tallman could save himself & lot of sloppy reporting 
If he'd ask me for the facts beforehand Instead of spouting off about topics 
unfamiliar to him, and having me correct his misinformation afterwards. Sadly, it 
alBO occurs to me that Tallman probably hasn't the slightest desire to save himself 
a lot of Bloppy reporting. Not once has he ever asked me for my version of events 
before going public with an attack on me — he simply hears or invents an opposing 
viewpoint and prints that as the truth. ) 

Still another example of Tallman' s ignorance was showcased in an Issue of HSWG 
laat year, when he ravaged the Don Miller Memorial A ward i "Jt turns out that thiA 
yeaAA Miller Award hoA been invalidated by the committee, although they haven't admitted 
■it yet:. They ftemoved the name Bill Quinn, publisher o<J Everything ■ , the quarterly 
Kepoxt (S-tom the BMC. They did AO using the argument that he hasn't done enough fio/i 
the hobby. Anyone who Heads Everything will be aware that not only hoi he made the 
data, bate extremely usable but he & gone further and allowed players and wnJLteKA to 
gather other, data such as player xecoids so that a player can view the fiecond o<$ his 
oft. her opponent*, ox the fiecond oneself. 

"Woftd hai it that LaAAy Veery and Snade fiemoved Bill' A name (J-totn consideration. 
ThiA demonstrates that these aioaxds are controlled by a handful o& hobby members &o 
that they can £onm a big circle and tahe txxrnA. Not wonthy o<$ conAidcration, Once 
again your awardA are made a traveAty folks." 

I corrected this misinformation in the pages of Euro pa Express ff39» *nd now I'd 
like to do so here. The procedure for the Miller Award nominations is that the 
people of the hobby nominate whoever they choose, and then the committee (which last 
year consisted of me, Kathy Byrne, Fred Davis, John Kador and Larry Peery) pares down 
the number to five. The seven proposed nominees last year were Ron (Canada) Brown, 
Roy Henrlcks, Mike Mills, Lee Kendter Sr., Kathy Byrne, Bill Quinn, and Gary 
Coughlan. After the committee did its Job, the names of Brown, Coughlan, Kendter, 
Mills and Henricks were left. There was no "removal* 1 of anyone's name, and it's 
frankly my own business how I voted. I did my best to ensure that the five most 
deserving candidates were named, and believe me, it wasn't an easy decision. We 
committee members worked hard, and I don't see that this award has been made a 
"travesty". The eventual winner, Lee Kendter Sr., has done lots for this hobby, and 
the award was a good way to thank him. The bit about us forming a circle and taking 
turns is absurd since none of the five nominees is on the committee. I view the Don 
Miller Memorial Award as a positive bit of recognition for deserving hobbyists, and 
hate to see it torn down by groundless attacks. And you know, I'll bet most of the 
hobby would agree with me. 

The above paragraph is the way I worded my reply to Tallman in EE #39» almost 
verbatim. To my knowledge, Tallman never said another word on the subject publicly, 
except to sake passing reference to my above comments as a "blast" at him. Oh, well. 
Speaking from ignorance is Just one of Tallman* s odd Journalistic habits, along with 
his deliberately misrepresenting facts (in other words, lying) and gloating sadism as 
already discussed. 

That brings me, then, to the business about Tallman* s lying. Two issues ago, I 
made the claim that Tallman is fundamentally dishonest. You, Steve, were Inclined to 
give him the benefit of the doubt, replying that "I think he ((Tallman)) could legiti- 
mately claim that he' A not diAhonest, onty an utterly inept Kepolter." While it was 
generous of you to assume that Tallman' s inaccurate reporting might be indicative of 
no more than utter lneptness, I still feel you were too kind to him. For one thing, 
if his falsehoods were all the result of carelessness, then why do they all ju^t happen 
to be slanted so as to put me in a sinister light? I cannot accept this as all Just 
coincidence. But I can illustrate my point still more convincingly. Consider 
situation #*+ of the nine I listed — the check to Kighfield on which I stopped payment. 
There is a major discrepancy between Tallman* s story and mine. Tallman* s story, which 
Is false. Is that I made out the check to the store operated by Highfleld's father. 
My story, which is true, is that I wrote the check to Bil l Hlghf leld personally — it 
was later turned over to the store and used to pay a creditor! Tallman goes to great 
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lengths to establish that his version is accurate, even offering a copy of the check 
to anyone (so we know he claims to have seen it). 

Why is this point so Important, rather than just nitpicking, or as Tallman might 
put it, "Berchlan Mind Wrassllng*'? Because Tallman then goes on to try and leave the 
Impression that I was trying to take revenge against Bill by damaging his father's 
business (" / topaAcUzing . . .thtAJi CA.edU". as he put it) — a charge that is believable 
if in fact I wrote the check to the store, but (insupportable if I made it out only to 
Bill. 

Presumably Tallman thought I wouldn't have a copy of the check, since stopped- 
payment checks are returned to the recipient, not the sender. Presumably, he felt that 
I, not having a copy of the check, wouldn't be able to prove that my version was 
accurate, not his. However, I have obtained a copy of the check, and your readers 
can decide for themselves whether I made it out to Highfield's father's business, or 
to Bill personallyi 
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See? Tallman has deliberately altered the facts in order to put me in the most 
sinister possible light — exactly as I've been claiming all along. Do you then, 
Steve, still feel that he can legitimately claim that he's merely an utterly inept 
reporter? 
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I think that what really uuses ae aost of all concerning Tallaan, though , Is hie 
mock sincerity about this feud. He plaintively ended one of his articles about ae by 
aoanlng, all injured innocence, that he doesn't seem to get through to ae . A www. . . 
now listen up, Tallaan) I*» serious herei you, with your hurt-at-all -costs , truth- 
be -damned attitude, are the LAST person who could ever persuade ae to change one lota. 
I mean, you Just aren't going to convince ae that I was wrong to do XXX, YYY, and ZZZ 
if 1 know good and well that XXX never happened, YYY was distorted beyond recognition 
by your so-called reporting, and ZZZ was perfectly Justified. Froa your writing, 
you seen to fancy yourself * crack investigative reporter) an expert in psychoanalysis t 
a shrewd barracks lawyer. You fail as alserably at all three as you did at CHlng. 
I'd suggest you stick to. . .to. . .well, there Bust be sonething you're good at. please 
don't think you scare ae (you don't) or that you can hurt ae (you can't). The only 
worry 1 have — and thank god it's so remotely unlikely — Is that one day you'll 
switch sides in this feud and defend ae. That would be the ultimate humiliation. Till 
then, your faltering attempts to play reporter will keep ae going strong, thoroughly 
convinced that I aust be doing all right, aore than anything else ever could. 

In UFA #29/30, I aentloned a couple of false charges that either originate with, 
or relate to, J la Helnel. The first of these Is that I was accused by Helnel of 
having "Lied to coven, up a cfUme that{(l)) did", and the second was Byrne's accusation 
that I had been writing to Melnel's wife. It is not clear whether the latter story 
originated with Helnel or Byrne | either Is certainly capable of it. What Is clear to 
ae is that, like several of the others who are trying to discredit re, Helnel has 
shown no regard for the truth In this whole affair. Let ae add a couple of examples 
to the above. 

Helnel was actively involved in trying to persuade Randolph Smyth to reverse his 
decision to hand ae the Rune e tone Poll custodianship. At one point, Smyth suggested 
that both sides of the dispute list the names of their supporters. Helnel sent Smyth 
a list naming only 6 publishers who were for Linsey (in fact, the Poll will be plugged 
in about two dozen sines this year), and a much higher number who were against Linsey. 
But, he went overboard, saying that people such as Paul Gardner, Rod Walker, and Bill 
Qulnn were opposed to ae. Fortunately, Snyth did not act on this misinformation, 
ultimately deciding to stick with his Initial decision, but let's examine what these 
people actually said on the matter thenselvesi 

Paul Gardners "Jim imA uitong in teULing Smyth that I wouldn' t plug the. Rune&tone." 

Bod Walker i "I peruonatly believe [and Randolph AeemA to agnee) that the boycott 
it, Atxx^ £ nonAenAe land motivated by puxe nevenge and by no panXicula\ly phaiAewnthy 
motive) .. .1 intend to telZ Randolph that I uii&L vote in the Leedet [ 'RuneAtone' ) Roll 
no matte* who hum it. Tftcs eniJjie ftlap La Ailly, if, you aAh me." 

Bill quinni "when I nead Jim Hei.net' A letten calJLing Aon youK ou&ten. ^Kom the 
RuneAtone Poll I immediately thtiew it aioay. I do not necall even, having given him 
my vonJjtten approval on dLLsapptioval . Any impfizAAion on Jim 'a pafit that I agreed with 
him could only be in&etmed fa/iorn my AiJLence. I do not diAappnove o& you Kunning the 
RuneAtone Volt." 

It is clear that Helnel has a lsre presented the positions of each of these gentle- 
men, presumably because the list of people truly opposed to me wasn't long enough 
for his taste. 

But there Is another, far more serious incident. In his attack on me In The Prince 
#31, Helnel said, "Now) I faind myAelfi and my family a victim off thiA maJticiouA 
individual." (This accusation seems to tie In with Byrne's statement that I'd been 
writing to Helnel *s wife, but did not get specific.) To set the record straight, I 
have never done anything to Melnel's family. Except for Jim himself, I've never even 
sent then anything. Melnel's charge that his family has somehow been victimized by 
ae is of course very vague, so I wrote and asked him to clarify exactly what he was 
talking about. This letter was returned to me unopened. 

It is my opinion that Helnel has acted very Irresponsibly in this matter. He has 
made a vague but serious charge, which happens to be false, and then refused to 
clarify It, retract it, or allow me to respond in his nine. Very well, Jiat you 
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can keep me from going public in The Prince , but now I want you to explain to the 
readers of NFA exactly how 1 have victimized you and your family. You can ignore this 
if you want, but the question will then continue to haunt you so long as you remain in 
this hobby. You know and I know that you simply made it upi and I want to know why 
you did this, and when you're going to retract It. 

You did a fabulous job, Steve, of demolishing Langley's "straw man" arguments on 
page 61 of your mega- issue. And as Langley himself pointed out in his follow-up letter 
( NFA #31 ► page 26), "the list is accurate even If my 'excuses* were made of straw." 
I could not agree more. Let me reiterate the items on his list, explaining in each 
case why I agree with La rig ley that they are "accurate". 

1. "When BViuce went to the poZ4.ce. with the Atony that Jack MaAtenA had hined a 
'hit man' to kill Bnuce, that ukla not an -Lntn.uAi.on -into Jack' A penAonal Hie." Entirely 
correct, since inquiring how to defend oneself against such a threat cannot possibly 

be construed as an intrusion into the perpetrator's personal life. (For your readers' 
information, the threat was not carried out. ) 

2. "When Sob Annett atked hobby pubtiAhcnA to announce tvit> entny Into the. computen 
to^tioane. bttAine^A and Bnuce nzAponded by ptU.ntA.ng that KnneXt waA diAhone&t, that waA 
not an intrusion into the pnivate Zii& o<5 a hobby membeJi." Exactly. Arnett had 
previously taken a dishonest stance toward the Kobby in his zine, and later folded 
messlly, orphaning his games and keeping the game fees. If any hobbyists were suckered 
into sending him more money after that, I'm proud to state that it wasn't because of 

my failure to warn them. 

3. "When Bnuce catted Melinda Ann Holtey' A place o& uionk and got MeXinda A 
mothen'A telephone number. . .by convincing Uelinda' a co-wonkenA that a dine. emengency 
imi taking place, thii woa not an intnuAion into HeZinda' & pnivate Hie." Right 
again, Langley, since your antecedent is false, making the entire sentence logically 
true. (For you logicians in the audience. If statement p is false, then the 
statement "p implies q" is true regardless of the truth of q. By the same token, 

it is absolutely true that "When the sky turned green last week, this was not an 
intrusion into Melinda's personal life.") For the record, Langley's first claim 
(that I claimed an emergency) is false, his second claim (that I did not Interfere 
in Melinda's personal life) is truej therefore the entire sentence is true. 

4. "When Bnuce wnote a letten to Bill High&ield'A commanding oiiicen, complaining 
about thneatA made againAt Bnuce' A li&e, it woa not an intnuAion into Bill' A pnivate 
life." Langley himself provided the correct reason — not a straw man — on that 

one i it was "only once again a reasonable response to a dangerous situation." I 
couldn't have said it any more concisely myself. 

5. "When Bnuce published oa KLa neaAon ion wniXing the te,tten that BUI waA a 
dangenoai penAon, likening him to a maAA twndenen, thii waA not an intnuAion into the 
Hie o& a hobby member . " Again, I agree entirely. It is not infrequent for a 
potential killer to give warning signals before he acts. The fact that many people 
give off such warnings and never act Is irrelevant. Similarly, a lot of people 
develop the warning signals for cancer, but the cancer never materialises. Does 
that make them wrong for having it checked into anyway? I think not. The fact that 
my "having it checked into" may have resulted in Highfleld's getting hurt is sad, but 
100% his own doing — I didn't force him to threaten people with murder. 

The likening of Bill Hlghfleld to a mass murderer was unintentional, and the 
paragraph should have been worded more carefully. The reasoning that Bill was 
behaving as some potential killers behave, and that therefore I was justified in 
acting, is entirely sound. 

6. "When Btuce wnote a letten to Fnancine Bynne ((actually, Frank and Francine)), 
it waA not an intnuAion into Kathij ' a penAonat Hie." Once again, Langley hits the 
nail squarely on the head. It was not an intrusion because the letter was written 
with Kathy's permission, and was totally innocuous. 
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7. "When Rtuce accost* the&e people. ((Kathy's 'witnesses')) o<5 lying about the. 
existence o£ the letten, thd, it, not an ^n^aiion Into theVi pefiAonal Live*." Gosh, 
this guy is astute i he's right yet again! As of this writing I haven't heard anyone 
besides Byrne actually say they have seen a sick letter from me to Francine, but if 
someone were to say that, he would be lying just like Byrne t and it would not be an 
intrusion into his personal life for me to point this out. 

In going 7-for-7» Langley has pretty much proven his case that I do not interfere 
in people's personal lives, demolishing Byrne's and Tollman's claims to the contrary. 
For this, I thank you, Langley. I'd like to return the favor, really 1 would, but I 
can't. For you see, Steve Langley does interfere in people's personal lives. He has 
Interfered in mine. I refer to Magus #3B t in which he made up a love triangle 
scenario involving me. Bill High field, and Alex Lord| and proposed that this situation, 
not the death threats, was my reason for writing to Hlghfield's commander. I strongly 
resent Langley* s spinning fantasies about my love llfet even more, I resent his 
attempts to make It seem that his fabricated scenario is the reason I acted to stop 
Highfleld. The events were difficult and painful enough for all concerned without 
outsiders like Langley and Tallnan adding their baseless speculation and Jumping 
gleefully into the midst of a tragic situation which was none of their business, in 
order to further their ends of discrediting me. I view Langley* s action as totally 
Insensitive, somewhat akin to telling the father of a rape victim that "she was asking 
for it by dressing provocatively" when In fact she wasn't even doing that. In other 
words, Langley *s logic fails on two countsi his premise is false (i.e. there was no 
love triangle) and his argument Is Invalid (I.e. even had there been a love triangle, 
I would have been perfectly Justified In acting to stop Hlghfield's death threats). 

I was not permitted to reply to Langley* s scenario in his "Volunteers" hatchet 
Job following that issue. The response I sent in was returned to me, unopened, as were 
several other pieces of mail I sent Langley. He denies this, implying strongly that 
he returned to sender only two items from me. The two he described were accurate 
(some pages from VP #100 and a mass mailing)) but there were at least two other 
envelopes returned. One contained the Zlne Register form (after he began accepting 
mail from me again I sent him another, which he filled out and returned). Another 
contained my response to Magus #38. While I do not accuse Langley of lying on this 
point, since apparently he didn't know what was in the envelope, it is Just plain 
absurd for him to claim that I didn't try to respond. But you see, not having to print 
a response from me rather gets Langley off the hook with his readers, doesn't it? It 
leaves them with the impression that Langley* s scenario went unchallenged by Linsey. 
Add to this Langley* s denial that I sent a response, and the fact that he lacked the 
guts to send me a copy of "Volunteers" (I ultimately got a copy of Berch's copy), 
and we have a scummy set of actions Indeed. Mark Berch had the right term for ltt 
hit and run Journalism. Langley prints derogatory scenario about Bruce *s love llfej 
sends back Bruce ' s response unopened and denies it was sent*, doesn't send Bruce a 
copy of the follow-up issue containing further attacks on Bruce. Forgive me, Steve 
(Button), if I allow a bit of emotion to intrude into the factual, logical environment 
you preferi but in my opinion I'd be too generous if I say that I regard Langley as a 
thoroughly insensitive coward. I won't go so far as to claim that Langley is a sadist 
like Tallmant because while Terry deliberately tries to "incjite qieat agony" in 
others, Langley seems merely oblivious to the potential harm and moral poverty of 
speculating about others* personal lives In print. 

Leaving aside my personal feelings about Langley and getting back to hard facts, 
there are a number of other very shabby statements he has made in printi 

1. He accused Berch of libeling Bill Highfleld, yet a libel must be untrue, and 
when challenged, Langley couldn't specify a single untruth by Berch about Highfleld. 
(Thus, in this situation, Langley appears to be the one who has committed a libel, not 
Berch.) 
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2. In "Volunteers", Langley published a vague account of a situation In which he 
says Mark Berch was approached to talk to Me about something as a friend. Mark is 
supposed to have called the person who approached him a liar, instead of talking to | 
Be as requested. Langley 's source is anonymous, and he does not go into any specifics 
(indeed, he admits that "I don't knout the de.tcu.-ti."). Berch denies the story entirely, | 
asking for specifics that were never provided. I personally haven't the slightest 

idea of what Langley is talking about, but I do know from experience that Berch has | 

never hesitated to talk to me when he thinks I'm in the wrong about something, so 

unless specifics are provided, I believe his denial. # 

3. Langley stated in print that "Biuce explicitly asked that BiZl not be told 
about V0_ *9S." Uh huh. Langley made this up entirely, so I challenge him to say * 
where. 1 would never have been dumb enough to publish something in VD with the ^ 
expectation that any particular hobbyist would be kept In the dark about it. 

4. In his fantasizing about my love life, Langley stated that »j think theJie is « 
sufi^icient documentation to SuppoAt the. love tAiangle scenaAio But when asked to 
point it out, all he could specify was "I nefeA you to W, TMP , TMoBR and Andttin | 
0($ 19&3/S4 1 ' This covers close to 2000 pages, I suspect?" The real reason Langley 
can't point to specifics is that there are none. (Daf Langley attempted to pinpoint t 
this evidence of a love triangle more precisely, citing a column in which Alex described 
a game of "Spoons", in which she tried to make Hlghfield talk by telling him that him I 
underwear was showing. While I'm sure that this horrible, damning incident is 
"sufficient documentation" for the Langleys to conclude that there was a love triangle, * 
I don't think that any reasonable person could draw that conclusion. And mind you, . 
Steve Langley has not only established in his mind that this love triangle existed . ' 
but has somehow determined that it was my motivation for writing to Hlghfield 's CO.!) fc 

5. Langley printed Byrne's charge that I had sent Franclne a "sick letter", and * 
did not print my denial. When asked why he would print such a serious accusation, | 
but not the denial, his excuse was, "j* stipped my mind." Nice persuasive reasoning, 

eh? - . . > 

6. Langley printed as part of his scenario that "Biuce visits Bill , uses his 

phone £oa some Zona- distance. calls, and pays ^oA the calls voiXh a check on which he. I 
then s topi payment. Bill is fuAious. He utAites Biuce. a 'death thAeat' aBout the~5ad 
check' BvTuce fioAwaAds the 'death thfieat' to the Navy. ExiX one fUval." • 

There are several problems with this story Langley has concocted. Bill wasn't a 
rival. I have never visited Bill, let alone used his phone. Hlghfield did not write I 
me any death threats — these were all sent to various other people. Hie death threat 
letters I sent to Bill's CO. mention neither the phone calls nor the stopped payment 
check. When confronted with all this, Langley replied, "As faon my account of the | 
phone calls and the check, I accept that B/iuce says my account is faalse. So? In 
&act, most o$ the details weAe false. " Well... might I be so bold as to suggest that } 
if Langley wants to try and discredit me, that he do so with facts Instead of statements 
that he himself admits are ficticious ? (The same old question arise si maybe the f 
problem is that the facts don't make me seem evil enough...?) 

7. First In "Volunteers", and later In NFA #31. Langley claims that I wrote an } 
earlier (pre-January '84) letter to Hlghfield' s CO. In "Volunteers", for Instance, 
Langley asks Berch, "TheAe was also a letteA OA letteAS WAitten to Bill's CO. in I 
late 19&3. . .Vidn' t Biuce telt you about the eaAlieA letteA?" And then in UFA #31 i 

"A* the time ((December 1983)). TeAAy ((Tallman)) told me o& a letteA sent to BaJUL S * 
CO. about the Aiaht-usinq content of TMP." This charge seems to square with Tallman's 
accusation that I wrote to Highf ield' s~C. O. about the right-wing rantings in his zine. 
Langley claims to "know" that my version is false, using the word "know" to mean | 
"seen and heard enough to be convinced." So yes. It is clear that he refers to me 
writing an earlier letter, not someone else. I 

Langley may "know" that I sent such a letter, but his supposed knowledge comes from 
Terry Tallman, and Langley *s mistake is that he considers Tallman trustworthy. Now, > 
the plain facts are that I only sent one letter to Hlghfield's CO. i It was sent on 
January 31, 1984j and It did not refer In any way to Hlghfield's zlne. 
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Langloy claims that a second Item on my list of complaints against Tallman is 
"demonstrably false", referring to the business about my attempt to phone Melinda 
Holley at work. What actually happened is thist I spoke with a man who told me that 
Melinda was not there. I mentioned (accurately at the time) that I was a friend 
calling from Massachusetts. 1 was offered, and took down, the number where she could 
be reached. According to Melinda, the person 1 spoke with was her boss, who thought 
the call was an emergency (but then, how often does someone In West Virginia get 
personal calls from Massachusetts at work?) and called her later to make sure everything 
was all right. I have no reason to disbelieve any of this. I don't even think it's 
unreasonable that her boss thought there was an emergency, so perhaps I should have 
taken more care to assure him otherwise. In any event, I had Melinda* s explicit 
permission to call her at work, as she did not wish to be called at home. The point 
is that I did nothing wrong in this situation, and that ay side of the story is 
accurate, not Tallman* s. 

Having countered Langley's two objections to my list, and proven my version of a 
third point (the Stopped- payment check) , I believe that Langley is now without a basis 
for doubting the accuracy of the heading, "What Actually Happened". The question 
that leaps to mind, though. Is why is Langley defending Terry Tallman' s misstatements, 
instead of Tallman himself doing this? 

Langley's version of certain telephone conversations is Just not accurate. I 
probably did tell him that 1 had never been "In love" with Alex Lord, as that 
statement Is true. Hy love for her and her family Is not the sort of feeling that 
one would refer to as being "in love" or "infatuated". But his other claims are 
false (and of course I realise the unprovability of this from either side). I have 
never denied stopping payment on the Highfield check. (Such a denial could easily 
have been discredited anyway. ) I never claimed that there were no additional death 
threats from Highfield — there were. I have never rescinded anything I told Langley 
on the grounds that it wasn't true, because so far as I'm aware, I have never told 
him any untruths. 

At the end of his letter, Langley asks, "Why do<tA B-Uice . . . have, &o many enem^&A , 
do you Auppoie,?" I have heard this sort of Innuendo from a number of others recently 
(Wrobel and Schilling have asked pretty much the same question in print), and I 
think it is an unfair question. What it does is to imply that Bruce must be bad 
because so many people think he's bad. This is nothing more than a cheap way out of 
addressing my disputes on a point- by- point basis. It is the sort of argument that 
lends credence to my claim that my adversaries are behaving as a lynch mobt see, 
all these people are attacking, so he must be guilty — come and join the fun! Now 
of course I cannot claim pure innocence in this entire feud — that luxury, if it 
ever existed, went out the window with the drinking letter. But Langley's question 
is not a legitimate argument against me. 

On another topic, Langley recently had published in Feudesse a satirical article 
about how I will mishandle the Runestone Poll. Despite its satirical nature, the 
article can serve only to undermine confidence in the Poll's credibility. I feel 
that such vague attacks against hobby institutions are exactly what we don* t need, 
especially with the climate currently prevalent in the hobby. Mind you, I have no 
objection to good satire, but good satire is supposed to parody reality, and Langley 
has no legitimate basis for his major premise that the Poll will be run dishonestly. 

There we have lti an ugly picture Indeed, but one which Langley himself has 
painted. Langley accuses Berch of libel, but can't point to a single falsehood by 
Berch. A horrible story is published about Berch' s ethics, but "I don't know the 
dztaJJUt." A love triangle scenario is based on " ttuhfaicXznt documentation" that he 
can't specify. A serious charge is printed about me, but not a denial because "jit 
Atipped my mind." A defamatory tale about events surrounding the letter to Highfield' s 
CO. Is presented, but "I accept that B-tuce iayA my account lA fiatAe.. So? In iact, 
mat 0(5 the dctaiJti weJiz ^atiz." Another letter is brought up and discussed even 
though it never existed. Innuendo worthy only of a lynch mob mentality is printed. 
A satirical article, designed to undermine readers' confidence In the Runestone Poll, 
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is printed without any supporting evidence that the Poll will actually be Mishandled. 
Responses from the victim are not accepted in the mailt let alone published. The words 
I'd like to say about someone like that probably wouldn't go over too well in KFA . 
bo I'll just go with "utterly irresponsible" in addition to my earlier tart remarks. 

I'm very sorry, Steve Langleyi 1 enjoyed your friendship until you decided to 
throw it away and play hardball with me Instead. So be it. I Just hope you have no 
objection that I'm going to play back now, and I trust you're prepared to go on for 
the better part of a decade. 

Steve (Hutton), I am curious to knout what is your opinion of Langley's 
journalistic ethics, In light of all the above? 

As a side note, I can think of no fewer than six letters I've been accused of 
writing, and didn'ti 

1. The I983 letter to Highfield's CO. about his Bine, discussed above) 

2. The "Sick letter" to Franc lne j 

3. The letter in which I allegedly threatened to have Byrne "attacked in avzxy 
zine in America" 1 

4. Some (unspecified) letter(s) to Jim Meinel's wife] 

The letter to Dick Martin stating that Byrne would be "out o{, the hobby in 
two weefca" 1 

6. The letter to Bill Highfield and his dad telling them that they "don't dcuie. 
iue became theJte iA no pnoofi that Bnuce. eue>i a* feed BitZ to make, iuch caWi." 

It appears that Byrne and Tallman are the most prolific inventors of phantom 
letters from Llnsey, with Langley, 01 sen, and possibly Helnel not far behind. 

What do you think, Steve (Hutton)? Given that the above six letters have all 
been attributed to me, and that despite my denials none of them can be produced, what 
conclusions do you draw about the likelihood of who is telling the truth about whether 
they ever existed? 

The Langley question about why Bruce has so many enemies brings to mind a recent 
letter Ben Schilling had published in the British zine HMH! , in which he claimed that 

"the. iptlt in the ((North American)) hobby teem* to be about «5I again&t, 10* neutAaZ 
and only Si £ox Btmce Limey. When theAe'i that much &mohe, thexe. has to be tome. 

Not necessarily. It could also be a small number of people throwing a large 
number of smoke bombs, Ben. The exact percentage of hobbyists against Bruce Llnsey 
would be impossible to determine, as It would vary with the issue at hand. A large 
number of people are "against" me on the drinking letter, for example (hell, I'm 
against me on that one), but only a tiny number on, say, the Rune stone Poll. Still, 
if one were to actually poll the hobby and Integrate the results over all the issues, 
I suspect that at least &5J& of the hobby is neutral in all this feuding, with the 
remainder fairly evenly split. Schilling (who is a close friend of Byrne's) would 
like to leave the same Impression as would Tallmam that Bruce is some sort of an 
outcast, defended by few and shunned by the masses. I challenge his "about 85^ 
against" as being not only too high, but at least an order of magnitude (ten times) 
too high. So I'll ask him to make his case. There are roughly a thousand people in 
the North American Diplomacy hobby, Ben. Can you please list the names of about 850 
who are against me? Can you even list a tenth that many? A twentieth? If you can't, 
I'd like to ask you why you make such careless statements, and wish to know when you 
plan to retract this one. 

I see that Bob Olsen is pursuing his campaign of writing slimy letters, loaded 
with innuendo but devoid of specifics, as evidenced by his missive to you on page 21 
of NFA ^29/30. With the possible exception of Tallman, I think that Olsen' s attacks 
on me have been the wildest of all. Let's start with his statement that I sent Martin 
a note gloating that Byrne would be out of the hobby in two weeks. You asked him to 
provide evidence (I.e. a copy of the note). So what does Olsen do, faced with a reques 
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for proof of a charge which. If true, would be easily provable? Does he provide the 
proof? No. Explain why he can't? Of course not. Retract the charge? Heaven forbid — 
why, there was nothing wrong with it except that it was false and defamatory, after 
all! No, he comes back instead with a letter even scummier than the first one, 
loaded with crap like "Limey's letJteA was an Intricate tissue o& ties...", "the. 
Personal Llfae Custodian does scone one point. .." , "he doesn't coac whether, his actlom 
aAe flight OK WXong as long as he gets his name In pAlnt a tot." Where are the 
specifics? What lies, Olsen? You fabricated a story about a letter I'm supposed to 
have sent Dick Martin, so I guess I'm on pretty safe ground if I call you a liari 
but please provide the NKA readership with one example of a lie I have told. Why 
did you ignore Steve Hutton's request that you provide a copy of the note you accused 
me of sending to Martin? Do you seriously believe this matter will be dropped just 
because you're ignoring it? 

I must admit that my experiences with Olsen parallel Ron Brown's. I, too, was 
friends with Olsen for years. Then 1 committed the cardinal sin of defending myself 
against the Great Goddess Byrne, and wham! — ever sea half a decade of friendship 
vaporize so fast? I feel as though I ought to be sad, but in light of the revelations 
of letters he's been sending his other former friends, such as Brown and Coughlan, 
I find it difficult to feel any sense of loss. 

Let's get down to some more specifics. We've already discussed here Olsen** 
letters to various hobbyists referring to Berch as having a "tnack Kecond ofi 
enthusiastic endorsement o& eveny filthy tactic, every tie Limey has ewe* pat 
loAth," and Walker as a "malignant, Keptitian, uttenJty contemptible, tittle asshole." 
(Sorry, Steve, those were just so persuasive that I had to bring them up again.) 
However, I think that Olsen* s best letter to date in this feud appeared in a recent 
issue of Tom Malnardl's Bersagller lt "I'rf tike, to put that slimy, ^tesh-cnawtlng 
thing ((the drinking letter)} -in the. hands o($ everyone In the hobby -- then there' d 
be no doubt In anyone' S mind what Limey 16. He was so very pioud o<J that e^^ort 
too, sending out dozens of copies and gloating about how) Kathy would be 'out oft 
the hobby In two weeks' ." (Ooooo — there it is again! ) 

"Limey, " continues Olsen, "was the Joseph McCarthy o$ Vlpdom; his career In the 
hobby was a fielgn ofi terror conducted by an Individual who appealed to the worst In 
everyone. He even came with his own Roy Cohn figure, the 'lawyer ' /apologist . Llnsey's 
career will go down as a shameful period In hobby history which Is best ^oKgotten, 
but at least It's oven to o tC Intents and purposes..." 

The McCarthy analogy Olsen proposes is an interesting one, but it falls somewhat 
short when subjected to a little scrutiny. McCarthy labeled people, and ruined a 
number of them, based on the flimsiest excuses. He rose to power by exploiting the 
violent anti-communist hysteria then prevalent in the U.S. Many people wouldn't 
question his "facts". He lost his power and went down in history in disgrace, 
Infamous for his witch hunts. In contrast, I don't label people without a solid 
reason. If I call Bob Olsen a liar or John Boardman a thief, for example, I will 
back It up by giving an example of a lie told by Olsen or by stating exactly how 
John Boardman stole money. I believe in supporting my statements about dishonest 
hobbyists with proof when possible, and specifics at least. Because of this, I can 
never be rightly accused of McCarthylsm or "witch hunts". Thus, I will never leave 
the hobby In disgrace (assuming I ever leave it at all) — there are far too many 
rational people out there to let it happen. 

On the other hand, Olsen seems to feed on the anti-Llnsey hysteria prevalent in 
some quarters. He screams about my "lies", but never gets specif ici he talks of a 
letter I never wrote and then expects the hobby to accept his word that the letter 
exists. And he gets sympathy from some. Mainardl, for example, never questioned 
Olsen* s statement about the note to Martin — he just printed the charge and responded, 
"I can do nothing but echo your Meetings In this matter." Or, take a recent letter 
Olsen seni to Feudesse , in which he twice claimed that I've been harassing the BNC, 
Bill Quinn. What did Ed Wrobel have to say about this? Did he ask for specifics, or 
bother to check first with me or Quinn? No. He replied. "I had not heard that limey 
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nxii a fate A. On inn now," echoing Olson's allegation as though It were a proven fact. 

But what are the facts? I have never harassed Bill Quinn. I' asked Bill h la self 1 

how he felt about it, and In a letter to ie dated 4 March 1985, he replied, "Vo I t 

freet that you have haftaAAed mc? Wo* disizctty." Bill goes on to aay that the only 

bone of contention was my reaarks about Byrne, concluding that "A<& ^aA OA I am ) 

concerned no pxoblzm cunAentty zxiAtA . Hope-fatty it nevex. wilt." And my recent 

dealings with BUI, although United, have all been very pleasant. But none of this f 

matters to Olsen and Wrobel, for whoa the truth Is not Important when It comes to 

trying to ruin Bruce Llnsey . And that , I submit. Is at the very heart of this I 

McCarthylsa that Olsen professes to despise. 

My closing remark about the Bersagllerl letter is that if Olsen thinks ay hobby * 
career is over, he's in for a rude shock. » 

There have been other instances of this sort of letter froa Olsen published in Bine 9 
whose editors can't tell (or choose not to distinguish) fact froa innuendo. In Peudesp -g 
he refers to ay "AocXopatkic and cJUminat be.havA.ofi o£ zvzKy dzACAA.pti.on," i a ter calling * 
■e a "con^ZAAZd cAiminaJl, known blackmaileA , and AlandeA. OAtLAt." Another Olsen letter | 
in the same issue says, "I undeAAtand that ouA otd pat LinAzy, on iome. AimitaA lowtifie, 
ii up to hiA otd ttickA again Jin kz UaAyzon. Hole o^f,-thz-AZC0Ad gaAbagz, and a ) 
iuckcA A tilt AiXty enough to honoA it." I haven't the slightest idea of what Olsen 
refers to here as it's Impossibly vague, but it does sound as though he's accusing I 
me (or some similar lowllfe) of doing something bad. In a letter to Langley's 
"Volunteers", Olsen writes, "don't opzAatz a motoK vzhictz Aoa at Iza&t an houA afcteA * 
/leading one o£ ((Berch's)) IzttzAA ." Whew! I'll have to admit that Olsen* s advice , 
on that one is sound, at least for himself. All the facts and specifics that " 
characterise Berch's writing must be boggling indeed to one like Olsen, whose 
reasoning consists so heavily of name-calling and innuendo. 

All told, Olsen's little campaign of slimy letters to the hobby is bound only | 
to make him look worse and worse. And to have the same effect on Byrne as well. 

I 

A few pages ago I mentioned that Steve Langley had written an article for Feudesse 
vaguely implying that I will not run the Bune stone Poll honestly. In the latest | 
Feudesse , a more specific criticism appears, this written by Ed Wrobel i " . . .LinAzy 
AtateA in hiA RuneAtonz ma,Lting that individuatA wiAhing to ex.eA.cUAe. a Ae.an.zt baJLtot I 
can Aznd theiA votzA to Pat Conton. Hz gozA on to Aay that Conlon utitt AZnd him the 
namCA iepaAatz &Aom the ballotA Ao that a ttit o& thoAz voting can be publiAhzd. 
Gez, what i& only a &ew -- on maybz onz on. two -- Aznd baZtotA to Conlon? LinAzy ^ 
witl know how thzy voted anyway. Publishing the namzA o£ the voteAA iA an intZAZAting 
innovation. It' A done that way in the USSR, iAn't tt? Get ahead -- join Thz Paftty. | 
In view ofa thz contAovzAAy ovza LinAzy Aunning thz pott, I gathzA thii LiAt wiJUL 
become, an 'Hanoi RotV of. Bad Voggiz Eoo&teAA." I 

Regarding Wrobel *s first polntt in theory, yeB, a voter who sends his ballot to 
Conlon risks being one of only a tiny number, meaning that I might be able to deduce | 
how he voted. (Why It's a Bad Thing for the pollster to know how someone voted is 
not made clear, but...) In practice, this point Is moot. I called Pat in early } 
April to see how the balloting was going at his end, and he already had five or six 
ballots, with most of the votes still not in. It is reasonable to expect that over a I 
dozen ballots will go to Pat this year. 

Regarding the second pointi the Soviet embassy was unable to tell me whether the * 
names of the voters In their Diplomacy Zine Poll are listed, but it is done that way 
In the British Zlne Poll, and in the PeeriPoll. If indeed there is anything wrong 
with such a practice, Wrobel could do Larry Peery and the British hobby a favor by | 
pointing it out. Or, dare I suggest that Wrobel finds fault only with the fact that 
Bruce Llnsey is going to do it this way? | 

Ho, the Rune stone voters will not be portrayed as an Honor Roll of Bad Doggie 
Boosters. All they will be portrayed as (by me, anyway) Is Runestone Poll voters. I 
If other people want to Infer anything else about those who voted, that's their 
business. 

I 
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Incidentally, I had two reasons for adopting this policy. First, I believe that 
the primary reason for the Poll's existence Is because it is Interesting to the 
bobby. In my opinion (which I realize won't be universally shared), listing the 
voters 1b a way of adding Interest to the Poll. Secondly, I want to avoid having my 
hard-core enemies (such as Ed Vrobel) be able to claim that I fabricated the number 
of voters, or worse, that I fabricated ballots. I stress that 1 have no evidence that 
anyone would actually do such a thing, but it's exactly the sort of stink that we 
might expect £rom the Wrobels and Langleys out there who are intent only on discrediting 
the Poll at any cost. This policy closes that option to them, and gives me one less 
potential headache. 

By and large it's pretty clear that Vrobel and others like him are going to question 
any decision I may make about any hobby project, so I don't regard his criticism as any 
big deal i he'd likely have lashed out at me had I decided not to use Conlon's 
assistance and not to list the voters, too. Of far more consequence Is the fact that 
Don Del Grande also objected to the "list all voters" announcement. I've written 
directly to Don about this, but the bottom line Is that either way (listing or not 
listing) is legitimate and has hobby precedent, and which is better is purely a matter 
of taste. 

Elsewhere In the latest Feudesse , Wrobel falls into the same pattern of sloppy 
criticism characterized by 01 sen's lettersi he makes vague charges of Improprieties 
by me. but doesn't get specific. For Instance, he states that "1^ lin*>ey continues 
tzLLLng LLzk about me and my ^nJLzndi -- ifi hz continues abating hobby Azn.vi.ceA ^oi 
thz &ake. oft Azzking fie.ve.ngz and CAe.atA.nq contAovzAAy -- then 1 wJLZZ continue, to 
oppo&z him." Those are serious allegations, so I'd like to hear Ed Vrobel get 
specific for the HFA readers. Please state exactly how I have abused any hobby 
service, Ed| and please specify one lie that I have told about you or your friends. 

Elsewhere In the same issue, Wrobel refers to my "mati malting* viciously attacking 
zvZAyonz from MzlX.nda Hottzy to Woody KJinawoodian." This, I submit. Is just another 
gratuitous crack by Wrobel. Please specify which mass mailings of mine viciously 
attacked those two people, Edj and give the HFA audience some quotes to Illustrate 
your point. 

It Is baseless allegations like those in the above two paragraphs that prompted 
me to refer to Feudesse publicly as a "smear sheet", a term which I heartily feel 
still applies to that sine. But there are other reasons also. Wrobel refers to 
"racist" remarks made by Fred Davis. Please tell the NFA readers exactly what Fred 
said to evoke such a derogatory label from you, Ed. Also, please tell us whether 
you consider Steve Arnawoodlan a "racist" when he refers to Voice of Doom as "trash 
published by a nigger". 

Still another objection I have to Feudesse Is Its slanted, unobjectlve style of 
reporting. Allow me to specify three examples. First Is Wrobel *s claim that I have 
accused Byrne of "corruption as BNG". I most certainly did not . I accused her — 
accurately — of making a threat. The accusation was unprovable, and I've already 
admitted that it was a dumb move (at best) for me to publicize it. But the threat 
(never having been carried out) did not constitute corruption, I have never claimed 
that it did, and it is totally Irresponsible of Wrobel to put such words in my mouth. 

A second example Is Wrobel 's claim that I have violated a truce with Kathy Byrne, 
just because Byrne now wants us both to shut up. Wishful thinking on your part, 
Wrobel. My reasons for not shutting up appear earlier in this letter. There Is no 
truce, and you're not going to bully me into silence with such a tactic. Byrne can 
retract her lies and then maybe we'll talk truce. 

But the best example of unobjectlve reporting In Feude sse occurs in a recent 
exchange between Berch and Wrobel. Berch relates an Incident In which he printed 
letters from Kathy and her daughter Phyllis In Dip Digest , sending a copy of the 
issue to the Byrne household. Kathy marked the envelope "unsolicited trash return to 
sender", thus refusing the issue. So far, so good (I suppose) — but then she turned 
around and complained in print that "ifi Woody hadn't told hex ((Phyllis) ) , bhz wouldn't 
have known that Belch wot, afiteA hzt." In the first place, the characterization of 
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the Incident as Berch going after Phyllis 1b utterly unsupportable . But that aside, 
It Is just so typical that Kathy would refuse the copy Berch sent, and then turn 
around and bitch that Phyllis had had to hear about it froa Woody. 

So here Me have Berch relating an incident in which Kathy was clearly, totally 
in the wrong. And what does Wrobel have to say about it In his reply? Does he 
criticize Kathy at all? Ho. Instead, he Bakes an issue over the fact that Berch 
mistyped "word" in his letter, spelling it "wrod". See? Byrne deliberately 
Misrepresents an important fact (whether Berch sent a courtesy copy of Phyllls's 
published letter to her) in public, and Wrobel has nothing to say about that. But 
let Berch commit a typo, and that, to Wrobel , is worthy of sarcastic comment. 
Anything to discredit the Dark Side of the Hobby, right Wrobel? Just don't go trying 
to pretend you're an objective reporter after you pull crap like this. And please 
spare us the Insult of referring to Feude sse as a "iCAuice to the. pot>taZ Diplomacy 
hobby" *s you did in your latest Issue. In light of all the above, that has to be one 
of the funniest statements yet to come out of this feud. 

The above-related exchange between Berch and Wrobel reninds me of a recent comment 

Q by Caruso In Feude sse t "Even h-ii ( (Bruce* s)) AupponteJU can't juAti^y zv&tything he. 
doa. That should teXZ iome people iomeXhlng ." Indeed, although I don't think the 
resulting message is exactly what Caruso had in mind. My supporters are friends in 
the truest sense of the wordi they will support me when I'm right, and criticise me 
when I'm wrong. Both of these are essential ingredients of true friendship. For 
example, I was roundly booed by several of my best friends for the drinking letter, 
and not one of them supported me" (If someone had supported that item, I'd have to 
seriously question his friendship.) Berch has criticized me a number of times on 
topics related to feuds, one of the most recent being the 1983AY affair. Rauterberg 
felt I was wrong to publicize Kathy Byrne's threat to declare my games irregular, 
since it was unprovable. Ron Brown wrote in UFA #31 that "J<f ((the Franc ine)) l&tteJi 
doeA extt,t and It X* OA 'A-icfc* and ' cLc&guAtAng' a& we one. iappo&cd to bzLleve. then alt 
I need <a a photocopy and pnoofa that Btuce L-Lmey did vonjjtz it and I'LL take. oveJi the. 
anti- Ltn4 zy campa-lgn" — and I think he'd have to fight Berch, Coughlan and Davis 
for that honor! But I pride myself on having friends who can criticise me either 
publicly or privately (and on the fact that I apparently don't Intimidate them from 
doing so). Thus I know, and any objective observer can tell, thet when they do 
support me, it's genuine. 

Byrne, Tallman, Olsen and the rest of their mob cannot make this claim. I have 
asserted in the past that Byrne's so-called supporters are doing her no favors by 
backing her every statement, regardless of how wild it might be. The incident In which 
Wrobel cannot bring himself to — horrors! — criticise the Great Goddess Byrne for an 
Incident in which she is clearly in the wrong Is a good example, but that's Just the 
way these people operate. Again — and I hate to overuse the term, but I think it's 
accurate — this is the foundation of what I refer to as the lynch mob mentality 
extant in this crowd. Take some of the most glaring examples of their dishonesty* 
the stolen Graustark money, the "sick letter" to Franc lne charge, the Olsen letter 
stating that I have billed calls to Kathy' s employer's phone. Now quicklyi try to 
think of an instance where one of them has criticised another even mildly for even 
the foulest of misdeeds. If you can come up with one example, you've outscored me. 
And this Is exactly how a lynch mob operatesi no self -examination! Just bash, bash , 
bash the victim. I won't even claim that all of my opponents behave this wayt Pete 
Gaughan (for example) does not. But many of them do, and It's to their own discredit, 
not mine. (Questions In response to Langley's question about why Bruce has so many 
enemies i did every black man ever lynched In the old South deserve all those enemies? 
Would you have joined one of those lynch mobs too , L angley ? How about you, Wrobel? 
Would you have had blood on your hands?) Enough said. 
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Hellnda Holley has posed six questions to me (among others) pertaining to the 
Zlne Register! 

1. "1(5 Roy HentvickA aa am charge o<5 the ZR, why doe* he not neApond to queAtioni 
about the ZR? Why doeA aJZ the infionmation available come, fafiom BAuce LinAey and not 
Roy HenfiA-chA?" I do not know why Roy Henricks does not respond to questions about 
the ZR, since I am not Roy Henricks. All of the available Information has com from 
Bruce Linsey because Roy Henricks is not answering questions about the ZR. 

2. "1(5 Roy He.nfU.cfd iA_ In charge o& the ZR, why aa Baucc Linsey allowed to: 
a) help fionmulate ZR potXcy b) pubticty itate &aid policy? Pom thiA mean other 
people may contribute to ZR policy OA well?" Bruce Linsey is allowed to help formulate 
and state ZR policy because Roy Henricks has permitted him to do so. This does not 
logically imply that others may do so as well. 

3. "Jtf Roy Henricki iA^i.n change o$ the ZR, then Biuce limey i& merely per^onming 
a clerical function and haA no buAineAi in fioAimitating ZR policy. . .that aa Roy 
HenrickA' job." Thin lm not a question. 

4. "7(5 Roy HenrickA aa not in charge o$ the ZR, why the charade that he aa?" 
The question has no meaningful answer as its antecedent is false. 

5. "1(5 Roy HenrickA had the be&t intere&tA the ZR at heart, why chooie Bfiuce 
Liniey to help him knowing that the matte*, would be contiovenAial and perhapA hurt 
the 1R?" Hoy Henricks chose Bruce Linsey because the latter was the only person to 
offer assistance. Apparently Roy Henricks did not feel that Bruce Linsey *s help 
would hurt the ZR. 

6. "I£ Bfiuce Li.nAey had the beAt intereAtA o$ the ZR at heart, why did he ag\ee 
to help with the ZR knowing the matte*, would be contAoversial and perhapi hunt the 
ZR?" Bruce Linsey agreed to help because he saw that Roy Henricks could use a little 
help with the ZR, and Bruce Linsey happened to have some spare time on his hands. 
Bruce Linsey did not feel that his help would hurt the ZR. 

What still has me baffled about all this is that Hellnda. Holley seems to be trying 
to suppress information already in the public domain . She has not explained why Roy 
should not be allowed to print this information. 

Since I'm responding to Hellnda, there are a couple of questions I'd like her to 
answer for the NFA readers. In her December mass mailing, Hellnda openly discussed 
the contents of an "off the record" letter I had sent her. I would like Hellnda to 
explain why she did this. I do not necessarily claim she was in the wrong, as I can 
think of a number of compelling reasons for someone not to honor an "off the record" 
label. But I'd like to knowi what were your compelling reasons, Mellnda? 

The other point concerns the matter of proving charges. Mellnda makes a big deal 
over the fact that I have failed to prove a charge which was unprovable (the "irregular" 
threat). But strangely, although she also discussed the "sick letter" to Francine 
charge In that mailing, she did not criticize Kathy for her failure to prove It even 
though this charge, if true , would be provable . Please explain this apparent double 
standard, Mellnda* 

I think that perhaps some NFA readers nay have been left in the dark by part of 
your reply to John Boardman. "Eric Blake" was a pseudonym used by Boardman in a 
postal Diplomacy game. Boardman played a second country under his own name. The 
other players were not informed of this arrangement until after the game ended. With 
two powers (England and Turkey) under his control, Boardman of course won the game. 
However, he has since condemned, me for the (totally Innocuous) use of a fake name as 
a hobby hoax (not in a game). 

Similarly, Kathy Byrne has published a number of fake zlnes, and Boardman is well 
aware of it (I have mentioned it to him several times). Yet he supports Byrne while 
condemning me for "forgery". Neither of these double standards has, to my knowledge* 
ever been explained. 

Boardman* s reference to Steve Hutton as "Whoever you are" is an illustration of one 
of his oft-used defense mechanisms. When someone disagrees with him (as Steve Hutton 
has done regarding the theft of my subscription money), Boardman has a habit of 



94 



questioning the existence of that person rather than debating the issue at hand. The 
funniest such occasions have occurred when the person whose existence is in question 
is someone Boardman has actually met already — such as Eric Ot&og. Certainly this is 
a convenient mechanism — after all, how can one ever be wrong about anything if the 
person who disagrees doesn't exist? 

Another example of this was documented in Voice of Doom Mk7 . 31m Williams of 
Iowa had written to Boaxdman protesting the latter* s condemnation of Gary Coughlan 
for faking zines. Boar dm an responded with an insulting letter to Williams, questioning 
his existence instead of stating why he feels it is wrong to fake a sine. It's 
frustrating to argue with someone like Boaxdman who doesn't even realise when he's 
made himself look foolish — but then, there's plenty of that going around these days! 

Keith Sherwood's crack that we "can't have, Limey getting a hold ofa alt the hobby 
Aen.vlc.eA" Is gratuitously insulting. While literally true (In my opinion, it would 
not be desirable for any one person to run all the hobby services) , the implications 
are a) that I'm attempting to do this, and b) that it's a Bad Thing for Bruce to run 
any hobby service. Regarding the former point, 1 run only two hobby services (If one 
calls the Runestone Poll a •"service") and have helped with a third. I have never 
attempted to gVjf jf/ tfff)tf.fi]£ ^ji acquire any others. Regarding the latter point, 1 
stand firmly on my record with Supernova and after this summer intend to do the same 
with the Runestone Foil. 

Gratuitous, Insulting cracks seem to be commonplace with Sherwood, though. Last 
December, he refused a sub check from me (as is his right) | then he went and made a 
big public spectacle over the fact, stating that "I want to f^eel Kn.ee. to relate 
whatever lea-than-totatty-tegal on, ofa^-coton. Incidents to my fieadeAA ion. oun. mutual, 
enjoyment without concerning my&el£ with the neAuttb ihould ma lemaAkA be mlin.epn.e- 
bcntcd to my family, the US government, a pubtlc utility, my bank, my employe*., my 
landlond, on. my clergy, " Sure, Keith, we all do. But you have implied that I might 
actually go and do some of this misrepresenting if you let me subscribe, and you give 
no specifics to support this. Similarly, you stated In your following issue that I 
"have done, a tot of, bad thlngA" in the hobby and that In your opinion, "the hobby a& 
a whote would have been better o££ without ((me)). M I don't question your right to 
hold this (or any other) opinion, but when expressed publicly, these statements need 
to be supported with specifics, and your failure to do bo makes them seem simply 
gratuitous. 

The irony of all this is that even if one accepts your apparent v lew that Bruce 
Llnsey takes revenge through his enemies* personal lives , you yourself were in no 
such danger until you (apparently deliberately) made an enemy of me. Had you accepted 
my sub check, all would have been Just fine. Had you returned it without all the 
public hoopla, all would still have been fine. But you had to raise a stink about 
it, thereby giving me reason to wonder t does Keith Sherwood really have these fears 
about me, or is he unafraid and Just trying to embarrass me further? 

1*11 respond to only one other of Sherwood's remarks, that "It qoISj^ me to think 
anything I might iay In ((the zine)) might be aied against, me." Well, I guess you're 
discovering the truth of that now, Keith! But the cure is not to refuse people's 
sub checks, but rather to avoid making the sort of response-provoking gratuitous 
cracks that you've been making. I believe that you owe me either some public 
explanation of the remarks cited above, or (preferably) some apologies. 

There are some other comments scattered throughout NFA s #29/30 and 31 which need 
brief replies. Bod Walker's letter ( NFA #29/30. pp 32-34) was extremely nice, and I 
thank him for all the kind words about VD and Supernova . Of course my own contributions 
to the hobby cannot compare with Rod's, but it's nice to be appreciated just the same. 

I'm sorry that Rod disagrees with the way I handled the Highfield matter, but so 
be It. I still feel I acted properly. As for my having a "Lolita complex" 1 since I'm 
not (in my opinion) being accused of anything wrong here, it's barely worth replying 
to. The woman I'm dating currently is two years younger than me (I'm 29) j the two I 
dated previously were both older than me. If it's really anyone's business. Do I 



95 



care for 17- year-old Alex? Of course I do, and I Bee nothing wrong with It. 

Rod has heard two different stories why the "Franclne letter" can't be produced! 
Steve Arnawoodlan tore It up In a ragej John Caruso threw it away In & rage. I've 
heard a third. Caruso recently wrote to Paul Rauterberg, telling him that they weren't 
producing the letter because they didn't want to embarrass Franclne. The least these 
people could do is get their stories straight. 

Regarding the letter to Frank and Franclne, one of the people who actually saw it 
has decided to wake a brief public comment about It. Mark Laraelere says thlsi 
*" "HuaaVa and 01a en' a AtatementA Ahow that they neveA Aaw tkiA lettek, and theAe ' 
Jla no way anyone, who Aaw the. lette.fi could have. called it a ' AmuXty hate letter ' on 
'vutgaA, obacene 6<LlXh' . VeAAonalty, I conAideAed it AtAange, but not Aick." 

In response to Ron Brown, on page 19, you ask, "Why don't ((Brucm's)) opponent*. 
concentAate on hiA neat taultA anil hi* Aeal miAdeedA instead 0)J taking cheap AhotA and 
6tn.eXc.hLnQ the tAuth?" I think my earlier couents about why Tallman does this can 
be expanded Into a general answer* because w ha t 1 have actually done , while sometimes 
questionable and occasionally inexcusable, isn't enough to hang me. 

In fairness, I think Mark Berch was wrong (on page M*) to ask Terry Tallman for 
proof of an unprovable claim (i.e. that a certain phone conversation took place between 
me and Terry). The fact is that Tallman JLs lying when he says I admitted to filing a 
formal complaint with the State Troopers about Jack Masters, but this is an unprovable 
charge from both sides, so It isn't fair to ask either side for proof. 

My thanks to Dave Carter for his support of the Rune stone Poll. Regarding his 
comment that "I de&iniXely do not like a Ahoot- ^Aom-the-mouth type, tike Limey Aunning 
the. Pott"' OK, but how does Dave feel about a shoot- from- the -mouth type (not to 
mention habitual liar) like Kathy Byrne helping to run DW ? My personal opinion is 
that so long as a custodian does the Job properly, s/he should be allowed to do the 
Job. Thus I have given Byrne my public support for her role in DW , unless/until she 
abuses it, despite my unrelated grievances with her. 

Pete Gaughan has sent along the following commentsi ",,.1 diAagtee with youA 
aAAeAAment oft my opinionA. Wo double AtandaAd exiAtA i& Steve ((Langley)) had 
done, to Aomeone what you. did to SiZl Highfiield I would have, been equally upAet. 
The fact that you find Steve' A wxiXingA OA WAong, oA moAe wAong, than youA own 
actionA, doeA not influence me. at all. 

"Kathy iA anotheA matXeA. 1 have gAaduatly become awoAe that Ahe iA not OA 
^Aiendly to eveAyone a& I believed heA to be. . .Steve haA done nothing to put him on 
a paA with the. muck Alung back and foAth, and T have been miAinfoAmea about Kathy..." 

I will agree that Steve Langley couches his attacks in calm, clean language. 
That is to his credit. But, how would you like it, Pete, had Steve Langley printed 
the foil owing i 

"VeXe Gaughan haA dAopped out of Achool and given ua Acme AeaAonA . HoweveJi, I 
think theAe. iA Aufficient documentation to AuppoAt the he.- fell~in-l ove~wiXh-hiA- 
pAofeAAOA AcenaJiio. II AefeA you to VeAeZandna , EuAopa ExuAeAA . PW and MFA of 
I9S3/S4.) Pete iA infatuated wiXh hiA [male] pAofeAAOA and makeA advances to him. 
The pAofeAAOA A.e^o4e« and Pete WAiteA a note to the dean complaining about hiA 
teachingA. [But I haven* t Azen thlA note, and Pete AayA moAt of the details above 
oAe ialAe. So? In &act, moAt of, the detail* weAe fatse.) Exit one Atudent." 

Writing the above made me feel ill, for I think it is wrong to indulge in such 
speculation about people's private lives. How would you have liked It had Langley 
printed that about you, Pete? How would any of you readers have liked it? How do 
you think I felt now when Langley published his "love triangle" scenario? Is the 
above any worse than what Langley actually did? If so, I'd like to know why. 

What I "did to Bill Hlghfield" was a reasonable response to a possibly dangerous 
situation. As for Kathy, one of her good qualities is that she treats her friends 
very well. However, this blinds some of them to the fact that she has done some 
scummy things to people she dislikes. 

Moving on to UFA #31, I think I can clarify Bruce Mclntyre's remarks on page JO. 
Thanks also to Bruce for supporting the Runestone Polli my two criticisms of his 
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Excelsior editorial were both minor. One concerned his comment that there would be 
no "Rune stone Effect" with me as pollster) in fact, VD is on the ballot this year, so 
there could be. Hie other concerned his statement that I never wanted a reputation 
as "controversial". Actually, I don't object to the label at alii it's feuding I 
dislike, but give me a good debate on houserules, tactics, or ethics any day of the 
week! That kind of "controversy" was smiled upon always at VD Headquarters. As for 
Tallman's comment that the last paragraph of Bruce * b editorial was unfair and insulting, 
I presume this refers to Bruce ' s statement that perhaps my attackers' real fear is 
that nothing will go wrong with the Poll. Actually, I find that neither unfair nor 
insulting, and I recently made a similar statement In HFA myself. Obviously this is 
pure speculation, but with all these people predicting doom, there will have to be 
some degree of embarrassment when nothing goes wrong. As far as I'm concerned, then, 
Bruce Mclntyre's last paragraph was right on the money. 

Jim Gardner's and Frej Wasast jerna ' s satirical letters about The Feud were very 
clever. 

I disagree wholeheartedly with your opinion, Steve, that Ron Brown's question 
about why Kathy isn't willing to go to arbitration Is unfair. You make the apparent 
assumption that Ron was attaching a stigma to Kathy 's refusal. Actually, we need to 
hear Kathy 's reasons before deciding this. If Kathy has legitimate reasons for 
refusing, fine. If (as I have heard second hand) her reasons were that she wants 
nothing more to do with me and doesn't want to become friends with me again, then 
her reasons are not legitimate (the second one is a straw man as the purpose of 
arbitration Is not to restore the friendship but to resolve the issues) and there 
should be a stigma attached to her refusal. So I am also posing the question 
with no stigma attached yet i why isn't Kathy Byrne Milling to take our differences to 
arbitration? 

"Dentists Against Llnsey"? Shhh! Bill Qulnn's one, you know, and we don't want 
to get Olsen going again! 

Cary Coughlan says that your stance of calling a spade a spade no matter who says 

It might "cUvivc mo&t o<$ the faeudeju baak to z-tttei whejie. they know they won't have, to 
pAouc theMi wotdi..." Ah, but I'd just be willing to bet that a question frequently 
pondered in some quarters these days is, "Veaft, but what aAe we. gonna do about -UL 
when thiA qeti quoted and tepl^ed to -in NFA ?" ! I know you're not big on hobby services, 
Steve, but right now I'd say that "Fighting Words" is the most Important hobby service 
of them all. For that, I thank you. 

Since this letter is beginning to get fairly lengthy, I just wish to state a 
few things for the public record. First off, I recently accepted a $15 check from 
Tom Swlder from the PDO Auction, to help defray expenses for the hobby services I'm 
running. I guess this means I've reversed my stance of not accepting hobby money, 
as expressed in Voice of Doom a while back. However, I will still not accept money 
from anyone if It is not contributed voluntarily (e.g. I will not take money from a 
con) . The auction is entirely voluntary, so (with some reservations still) I can 
see my way clear to accepting that money. Also, I've spent over $**0 of my own pocket 
money on postage and phone calls regarding the Zlne Register in the past three months 
or so. The $15 helped. Thanks to Tom Swlder for sending it. 

Secondly, in case anyone Is in doubt, the only ballots which will be tabulated 
in the R one stone poll will be those received by me or pat Conlon. 

I have promised Robert Sacks that I would make a public retraction to him 
regarding a letter I sent last year to Randolph Smyth. In the letter, I predicted 
that Sacks would be one of those boycotting the Runestone Poll. I based this 
prediction on Sacks' history of siding against me in various hobby disputes. 
However, my prediction was wrongi Robert did publicize the Runestone Poll in his 
K "ow Game Openings . He has my full retraction, and I thank him for the publicity. 
Now if he'd only withdraw his untrue statement that I've sent sexually harrasslng 
letters to the Byrne household... 
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Bare lacks time. I will now summarize the hard questions that I think my attackers 
have to answer in light of their charges against me. These are not rhetorical 
questions! I expect then to be answered by the people concerned in the next NFA| or 
if a given question is not answered, I want to know why. The hobby has a right to 
know the answers to these questions, and I hope my attackers don't make the mistake 
of thinking that they'll go away if ignored. 

To Jim Meineli 

1. Did you ever tell Kathy Byrne, or anyone else, that I have ever written to 
your wife? If so, please provide Steve Mutton with a copy of a letter from me to 
your wife. 

2. You have publicly stated that "Now I find myself and my family a victim of 
this malicious Individual.** Please specify how you and your family were victimised 
by me . 

3* You have stated that Rod Walker, Paul Gardner, and Bill Qulnn were opposed to 
■y running the Rune stone Poll. Please explain how you knew that these three people 
were opposed to my running the Rune stone Poll. 

t f. You have publicly stated that I "lied to cover up a crime," referring to some 
illegal phone calls I made over a year ago. Please state when I have lied about this 
matter, and to whom. 

5. You have publicly stated, in regard to the serious charges leveled against me, 
that "they are not being answered directly." Please explain why you censored from 
your Bine two letters in which I attempted to directly answer some of the serious 
charges against me. 

To Bob 01 sen 1 

1. You have publicly accused me of a "campaign of lies in ((my)) zinc " Please 
specify examples of lies I have told In my zlne. 

2. You have publicly stated that my letter to MFA #27/28 was "an Intricate 
tissue of lies and care fully- phrased deliberate deceptions." Please specify examples 
of lies and care fully- phrased deliberate deceptions in my letter to MFA #27/28. 

3. You have publicly accused me of writing "smutty hate letters" to children. 

Do you have a copy of a smutty hate letter from me to a child? If so, please provide 
Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please state how you know of the existence of 
such a letter. 

1 ». You have publicly accused me of "phone calls charged to ((Kathy's)) employer's 
phone." Do you have a copy of a phone bill indicating the existence of such calls? 
If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please state how you know of 
the existence of such calls. 

5. You have publicly stated that I sent Dick Martin a note about Kathy in which 
I gloated that "she'll be out of the hobby in two weeks." Do you have a copy of this 
note? If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please state how you 
know of the existence of such a note. 

6. You have publicly stated that "( (Linsey* s)) career in the hobby was a reign 
of terror, ..but at least it's over to all intents and purposes." Please specify 
which of my past actions constituted a reign of terror. 

7. You have publicly stated that you are involved In "a final struggle to 
prevent Linsey and his apologist ((by which you seem to mean Berch)) from imposing 
a reign of terror on the hobby." Please specify which actions by me and Mark Berch 
constitute attempts to Impose a reign of terror on the hobby. 

8. You have publicly referred to Mark Berch as having a "track record of 
enthusiastic endorsement of every filthy tactic, every lie Linsey has ever put forth." 
Please specify examples of filthy tactics and lies by me, which have been 
enthusiastically endorsed by Mark Berch. 

9. You have publicly stated that I have indulged in "harassment of Bill Qu Inn 
and Jim Heinel." Please specify examples of my harassment of Bill Quinn and Jim 
Melnel. 
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10. You have publicly stated that "I understand that our old pal Linsey, or some 
similar lowlife, is up to his old tricks again in re Marycon. More off- the -record 
garbage, and a sucker still silly enough to honor it." Please specify exactly what it 
Is that you are referring to here, 

11. You have referred to a letter from Ron Brown (part of which is reprinted In 
NFA #29/30. page 18) as "contemptible filth™ and as "ugly and totally irrational." 
Please specify which of Ron Brown * e statements In that letter were ugly and totally 
irrational, and which statements constituted contemptible filth. 

12. You have publicly referred to a page and a half full of my "fantasies about 
the Byxnecon gunboat game incident." Please provide Steve Hutton with specific 
examples of my fantasies about the Bymecon gunboat game incident. 

To Ed Wrobelt 

1. You have printed a letter from Mark Berch describing an incident in which 
Kathy Byrne refused an issue of Berch 's aine in the mail, then complained publicly 
that she had to find out about its contents from someone else. Do you feel that 
Byrne was in the wrong in this matter? If so, please explain your failure to 
criticize her for it (since the topic was under discussion in your sine). If not, 
please explain what Berch should have done to avoid Kathy* 8 complaint that she had 
to learn about the matter from someone else. 

2. You have publicly accused me of "lies about me and my frlendB." Please 
specify examples of lies told by me about you and your friends. 

3. You have publicly referred to "racist comments" made by Fred Davis. Please 
specify exactly what Davis said to prompt this accusation. Also, please state whether 
you feel that Steve Arnawoodian' s characterisation of Voice of Doo m as "trash published 
by a nigger" is racist. 

I*. You have publicly accused me of sending "mass mailings viciously attacking 
everyone from Melinda Holley to Woody Arnawoodian." Please specify which mass 
mailings of mine contained vicious attacks on Melinda Holley and Woody Arnawoodian, 
and give the specific quotes that you consider to fall Into this category. 

5. You have publicly stated that I have accused Byrne of "corruption as BMC." 
Please state where I accused Byrne of corruption as BNC. 

6. You have publicly accused me of violating a truce with Byrne. Please state 
where I agreed to a truce with Byrne. 

7. You have publicly stated that Steve Hutton is "misguided." Please specify 
exactly how Steve Hutton is misguided. 

8. You printed a letter from Bob Olsen in which he accused me of "harassment 
of Bill Qulnn and Jim Meinel." Do you agree with this accusation? If so, please 
specify incidents In which you feel I have harassed Bill qulnn and Jim Meinel. If 
not, please state why you let Olsen' s accusation go unanswered (since the topic was 
under discussion in your zine). 

9. You have publicly accused me of "abusing hobby services for the sake of 
seeking revenge and creating controversy." Please specify examples of my abuse of 
hobby services for the sake of seeking revenge and creating controversy. 

10. You have publicly stated that "Nor did he ((Hlghf ield) ) intend to carry out 
any of these threats and you ((Bruce)) are well aware of it." Please explain how 
you were able to know the thoughts of both Bill Highfield and me. 

To Terry Tallmani 

1. please explain why you claimed publicly that "Bruce writes a check. ..made 
out to Bill's dad's store" (and offered "a copy to those who care") when In fact, 
the check was made out to Bill personally. 

2. You have claimed publicly that "In the Masters affair it's reported that 
the FBI did in fact contact his employer." Please state who reported this. 
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3. You have claimed publicly that "Brux. . .wrote to Bill Highfield's ROTC 
commander and filed a complaint about Bill's activities in the postal hobby but 
post specifically in his szlne." Do you have a copy of this letter? If so, please 
provide Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please state how you know about it. 

4. You have claimed publicly that "In » letter to Bill and his dad ((Bruce)) 
tells then that they don't dare sue because there is no proof that Bruce ever asked 
Bill to Make such calls." Do you have a copy of this letter? If so, please provide 
Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please state how you know of its existence. 

5' You have claimed publicly that "Bruce has refused to return the article to 
((Melinda)).** Please state which article you are referring to, and how you know of 
this refusal. 

6. You have implied strongly that I have "used a front to solicit an article 
from * hobby member who wouldn't have sent me one otherwise," and that "an article 
was obtained ((by me)) through deceit and the misuse of another hobby member's 
reputation." Please specify one instance in which I have done this, and state how 
you know of this deceit. 

7. You have publicly referred to my "attempts to discredit the past BNG and the 
current one ((Byrne, at the time)) over an irregular game." Please state where I 
have disagreed with any BNG before Byrne over an irregular game. 

8. You have publicly stated that the 198U Miller Award was "Invalidated by the 
committee although they haven't admitted It yet. They removed the name of Bill 
Qulnn. . .using the argument that he hasn't done enough for the hobby... Word has it 
that Larry Peery and Brucle removed Bill's name from consideration." Please identify 
the source of the charge that Larry Peery and I removed Bill's name from consideration, 
and please state how you know that this was done using the argument that he hasn't 
done enough for the hobby. Also, please specify how the 1 98*4- Miller Award was 
Invalidated by the nominations committee. 

9. You have publicly stated that "Brucle had BUI call me, but had a front 
((Gary Coughlan)) get Bill to call." In light of both Gary's statement and my own 
that it was Gary's idea to ask Bill to call you, please explain how you concluded 
that I had had Bill call you. 

10. You have publicly stated that "Bruce has admitted in phone conversations to 
me, Mark Berch, and others" that I filed a formal complaint about Jack Masters with 
the State Police. In light of both Mark Berch* s statement and my own that I admitted 
no such thing (mainly because it never occurred), please explain how you concluded 
that I told this to Mark. 

11. You have publicly Implied that I have "approached the children of someone 
I'm openly feuding with" and that I did something that was "destroying. .. the respect 
of a child for her parent." Please specify examples of situations In which I have 
approached the children of someone I'm openly feuding with, and in which I destroyed 
the respect of a child for her parent. 

To John Caruso t 

1. You have accused Ron (Canada) Brown of making "irrational, wild public 
statements." Please provide examples of irrational, wild public statements made by 
Ron Brown. 

2. You have publicly stated that I printed in my zine a story of a game where I 
got into a draw with one center, and "took the board down before the GMs could come 
over and 'approve* it." Please specify the issue and page number on which I printed 
this. 

3. You have publicly stated that "Gary has printed grossly inaccurate, or totally 
false statements In his aine." Please provide examples of grossly Inaccurate or 
totally false statements from Euro pa Express . 

h. You have publicly stated that "Llnsey may be taking Dick to small claims 
court." Please state where I indicated the possibility of taking Dick Martin to 
small claims court. 
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5. You have publicly stated that I offered proof of my charge that Kathy 
threatened to declare my games irregular, and that I Mas then unable to provide 
this proof. Please state where I offered proof of this charge. 

6. You have publicly accused Roy Henricks of "vindictive epltef ulness" because 
he accepted ay assistance with the Zine Register. Please state exactly why Roy's 
acceptance of my help constitutes vindictive spitef ulness. 

7. You have publicly accused Mark Berch and me of being "two dishonest people**. 
Please specify examples of dishonest hobby behavior by me and Hark Berch. 

8. You have publicly accused me of "changing ((my)) Btories." Please specify 
an example of an incident about which I have changed ay story. 

To Steve Langleyi 

1. You have publicly accused Hark Berch of libeling Bill Highfield. Please 
specify one falsehood printed by Hark Berch about Bill Highfield. 

2. You have publicly stated that Hark Berch was asked to talk with me as a 
friend but instead turned around and called the person who approached him a liar. 
Please state a) the name of the person who approached Berch) b) the nature of the 
matter he was asked to discuss with met and •=) the nana of your source for this 
story. 

3. You have publicly stated that "Bruce explicitly asked that Bill not be told 
about VD #98." Please state where I explicitly asked that Bill not be told about 
VD #98. 

4. You have publicly stated that "I think there Is sufficient documentation 
to support the 'love triangle' scenario," later adding "I refer you to VD. TMP. 
THoBR and Anduln of 1983/84." Please specify the issues and page numbers of these 
sines in which sufficient documentation appeared to support your claims that a) a 
love triangle existed} and b) it was my motivation for writing to Highfield 'a 
commanding officer. 

5. You have publicly stated that you "know" that I wrote a pre-198** letter to 
Highfield* s commanding officer about the right-wing content of TMP . Do you have a 
copy of such a letter? If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, 
please state how you know of the existence of such a letter. 

6. You have publicly stated that my story of the phone call to Hellnda Holley 
is "demonstrably false." Please demonstrate that it is false. 

7. You have had published an article whose apparent purpose was to undermine 
confidence In the Rune stone Poll. Do you have evidence that the Rune stone Poll will 
be run improperly? If so, please provide it to Steve Hutton. If not, please state 
why you would write such an article for publication. 

8. You published a derogatory story about Hark Berch, admitting that "I don't 
know the details." You printed a serious charge about me, but not my denial because 
"it slipped my mind." You published a story about events surrounding my letter to 
Highfield* s commanding officer, but when it was brought to your attention that your 
story contained several falsehoods, you said, "So? In fact, most of the details 
were false." Do you feel that you have acted responsibly in your public discussions 

of these events? If so, please explain why it Is responsible to print damaging charges 
when you cannot provide specifics, or when those you do provide are mostly ficticious. 
If not, please explain why you have not published retractions of these charges. 

9. You have publicly stated that you were justified in speculating about my love 
life in print because "((Bruce)) set the process in motion." Please explain how I 
set in motion the process of your speculation about my love life in print. 

To Dick Martini 

1. You have called Gary Coughlan a "dishonest CM" in print. Please specify an 
example of dishonest GMlng by Gary Coughlan. 



2. You have claimed that Alex Lord referred to me In writing as a "child molestor" 
Please provide Steve Hutton with & copy of a letter from Alex Lord which refers to me 
as a child molestor. 

3. You have twice indicated that I an (or might be) a "child molestor". Please 
explain how you can reasonably Justify your charge that I am (or might be) a child 
■olestor. 

4. You have claimed that **if I remember correctly, Kathy only produced the 
((Alex)) letter after Linsey claimed that there was no such letter!" Do you still 
think, that your memory is accurate regarding this matter? If so, please state where 
I claimed that there was no such letter. 

5« Do you regard Kathy Byrne as honest? If so, please explain how you reconcile 
this opinion with the incidents described in the eighth paragraph of my response to 
you (the one which opens with "Kathy claimed that Hark Berch had accused her of 
rigging the i960 Zine Poll..."). If not, please explain why you continue to support 
her. 

6. Did you ever tell Bob Olsen, or anyone else, that I sent you a note about 
Kathy gloating that "she'll be out of the hobby In two weeks"? If so, please provide 
Steve Hutton with a copy of this note. 

7* You have publicly accused me of sending you "lies". Please specify examples 
of lies which I have sent you. 

To John Boardmani 

1. Do you believe that it is wrong for someone to fake (or, if you prefer, 
"forge") a Diplomacy sine? If you do, please explain why you support Kathy Byrne, 
who has faked several eines. If you don't, please explain why you condemn me for 
faking several sines. 

2. Do you believe that it is wrong for someone to use an alias in the hobby? 
If you do, please explain why you used the alias "Eric Blake" to help yourself win 

a postal Diplomacy game. If you don't, please explain why you condemn me for having 
Invented a fake perBona (not for the purpose of entering a game) in the past. 

3. Please explain how the fact that my behavior toward Kathy Byrne has been less 
than perfect justifies the theft of my Graustark subscription money. 

*». I have already apologised to Byrne for the "drinking letter". Please specify 
what other apologies I must make before you will reinstate my Graustark subscription. 

5. tou have publicly stated that "over the past 15 years. .. just about every 
major problem in postal Diplomacy started because someone paid attention to something 
that Rod Walker said." Please specify examples of major problems in Diplomacy over 
the past 15 years that started because someone paid attention to something that Rod 
Walker said. 

To Tom Hurst 1 

1. You have accused me of sending "vulgar, obscene filth" to Kathy Byrne's 
children. Do you have a copy of such material sent from me to Kathy Byrne's 
children? If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a copy. If not, please explain 
how you know of its existence. 

2. You have stated that "I have heard how Lindsay and Walker have accused 
((Byrne)) of taking bribes as BHC." Please Identify the source of this information. 

To Ben Schilling! 

1. You have publicly stated that the North American Diplomacy hobby is "about 
8536 against. . .Bruce Linsey." Please provide Steve Hutton with a list of about 85O 
people who are against Bruce Linsey. 
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To Keith Sherwood i 

1. You have publicly stated tiiat we "Can't have Linsey getting a hold of all 
the hobby services, after all." Since I run only two hobby services and have never 
attempted to assume any others, please explain why you Mould imply that I am trying 
to get a hold of all the hobby services. 

2. You have publicly stated that I "have done a lot of bad things" for the 
hobby. Please specify a lot of bad things that I have done for the hobby. 

3. You have publicly stated that you will not allow me to subscribe to your zlne, 
giving as one of your reasons that "I want to feel free to relate whatever lass-than- 
totally-legal or off-color Incidents to my readers for our mutual enjoyment without 
concerning myself with the results should my remarks be misrepresented to my family, 
the US government, a public utility, my bank, my employer, my landlord, or my clergy." 
Please explain why you would imply that, If allowed to subscribe, I would be likely 

to Indulge in this sort of misrepresentation. 

To Hellnda Holleyi 

1. You have publicly discussed the contents of an off -the-record letter I sent 
you. Please state your compelling reasons for having done this. 

2. You have publicly condemned me for failing to prove an unprovable charge 
(i.e. that Byrne made a threat over the phone), yet you have not criticized Byrne 
for her failure to prove a provable charge (i.e. that I sent her daughter a "sick 
letter"). Please explain why you have not criticized Byrne for her failure to prove 
a provable charge (since the topic was under discussion in your mass mailing). 

3. Did you ever tell Terry Tallman, or anyone else, that I have. ever solicited 
an article from you using an alias? If so, please state how you discovered that I 
did this. 

To Kathy Byrne i 

1. You have stated that Hark Berch accused you of rigging the 1980 Zine Poll. 
Please state where Mark Berch made this accusation. 

2. You have publicly stated that Mark Berch opposed your placement of the games 
orphaned by Over by. Please state where Mark Berch expressed this opposition. 

3. You have publicly stated that Mark Berch expressed opposition to Lee Kendter 
becoming the MNG . Please state where Mark Berch expressed this opposition. 

U. You have publicly stated, in reference to Steve Arnawoodian* s letter in 
Voice of Doom #68, that "Woody wrote that letter while at my house... & I know for a 
fact that he clearly marked it 'Not For Print*." Please reconcile this statement 
with the fact that the letter, which I have, is not marked "Not For Print". 

5. You have publicly stated that "if anyone writes me and says that they want a 
sample because they read about my sine in the ZR, they are going to be told, that I 
don't have a zlne, and the zine register is a farce packed with lies!" Please 
explain why you would tell someone that you don't have a zine. Also, please specify 
examples of lies which are going to appear in the Zlne Register, or state how you 
know of the existence of such lies. 

6. You have publicly stated that 1 sent a "sick letter" to your daughter 
Francine. Is my account of events (as published in NFA #29/30) accurate, including 
the reconstruction of my letter to your twins? If so, please state what you found 
objectionable about this letter. If not, please specify the inaccuracies, and state 
what objectionable material did appear in this letter. 

7. You have publicly stated. In regard to your charge that I wrote a "sick 
letter" to Francine, that "I can prove what I am saying. And that proof is 
available to anyone." Please explain why the proof has not been made available 
either to Mark Berch or Steve Hutton. 

8. You have publicly stated that you have at least five witnesses to the fact 
that I sent a "sick letter" to Francine. Please identify five witnesses, and provide 
Steve Hutton with their descriptions of this letter. 
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9. You have accused me of writing to Jim Melnel's wife. Do you have a copy of 
a letter from me to Jim Keinel's wife? If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a 
copy of this letter. If not, please state how you know of the letter's existence. 

10. You have sent Alex Lord's letter of 8/17/83 *-o a large number of hobbyists 
despite her explicit request that you not do so. In addition, you took out this 
letter and offered to pass it around at Thanksgiving ByrneCon, 1983, after I had 
stabbed you in a Gunboat garnet and you brought this letter to Atlanticon 1984-, and 
showed it to people there. Please explain why you did all this. 

11. You have publicly stated that I have tried to ruin the Boardman Numbers with 
"hatred and lies". Please specify examples of hatred and lies with which I have 
attempted to ruin the Boardman Numbers. Also, please explain why you used your 
position as a hobby custodian against me, since this attack appeared in a hobby 
service publication. 

12. Please state your reasons for refusing to allow an arbitrator to help us 
resolve the issues of this feud. 

13- You have publicly referred to me as a "jackass", a "sewer mouth", and a 
"shit head". Please specify which actions of mine provoked these descriptions from 
you. 

1**. You have publicly claimed that I sent you a letter promising to "have me 
attacked In every cine in America." Please provide Steve Hutton with a copy of 
this letter. 

15' You have publicly stated that "With a little luck a certain person I know 
will be persuaded to run a counter poll ((to the Rune stone Poll)). One that 
ethical and honest people can vote In." The clear implication is that ethical and 
honest people cannot vote In the Rune stone Poll. Please state your reasons for 
implying to your readers that ethical and honest people cannot vote In the Rune stone 
Poll. 

16. Did you ever tell Bob 01 sen, or anyone else, that I have ever charged 
calls to your employer's phone? If so, please provide Steve Hutton with a copy of 
a phone bill indicating the existence of such calls. 

17. You have publicly stated that when John Caruso asked for details regarding 
Bob Amett's dishonesty, "none were available". Please reconcile this statement 
with the fact that I published an article In Voice of Doom #^5 detailing why I 
considered Arnett to be dishonest. 



NOW LISTEN OP, BYRNE 1 1 WANT THE ABOVE QUESTIONS ANSWERED , NOT IGNORED OR 
EVADED. YOU DAMN WELL OWE US ALL SOME ANSWERS. 




To Anyone In the Hobby 1 

1 . Has anyone out there actually seen a copy of any of the six letters whose 
existence I deny? (A list of these letters appears following my response to Steve 
Langley. ) If anyone in the hobby has actually seen such a letter, please provide 
Steve Hutton with specifics regarding when you saw it and what It said. 

2. Does anyone out there still feel that I should agree to a truce with my 
attackers while libelous charges about me are still on the record? If so, please 
specify reasons why I should have to operate In the hobby under the cloud of these 
charges. 

3. Does anyone out there have any evidence that I will not handle the Rune stone 
Poll or Supernova in a competent, honest manner? If so, please provide Steve Hutton 
with this evidence. 

4. Does anyone out there have proof that I have ever acted dishonestly within 
the hobby? If so, please provide this proof to Steve Hutton. 
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To Steve Huttont 

1. Needless to say, I have attempted to ask only fair and reasonable questions. 
Is there any question on the list of 97 above that you feel is unfair (e.g. because 
I ask someone to prove the unprovable, or because I premise the question on a 
Misrepresented position)? Assuming that uy attackers have been truthful in all of 
their charges against me, is there any question on the list that the hobby cannot 
reasonably expect to see answered? If so, please specify which questions are unfair 
or unreasonable i and (at least for not.) I hereby withdraw them. 



To close this letter on a somewhat more enjoyable note, I'd like to share with 
you MFA readers a recent letter I received requesting a copy of Supernova . The 
names of the zine and publisher have been changed to protect this poor, innocent 
novice | but the rest is verbatims 



VeaA Biuce: . 

Oh please *t>nd me the Novice Package catted Supernova . I am juAt AtaXtAjng *.n a 
game up hetie catted XXX In No F^xed Addn.eA& , which -ca a game magaz-cne and the fuxnnen. 
o(5 It Steve Hutton who you wouldn't know because he Lt> &*.om Watentoo, AuggeAted I 
A end $1 to you and aet thiA . 

And I need the help bad, because I'm Au&tnla, and Italy and both stabbed 

me, and Tatkey doesn't ULhe me. AUo Italy told me that Fiance was tending astound 
letter lying to &ay that he Ia me. 

Vou may have gueAAed that I am a novice. 

Thantu. V&ApeAately, 



I once stated in Voice of Doom that I enjoy helping novices enter the hobby 
because they remind me of squirmy little puppies. Need I say more? 
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A < (What can I sav?) I 

8 ((I thint; you have the right to de-fend yourself or to not defend yourself 

as you see f i t . ) > 

C ((Not all of these examples are equally strong. One of the strongest is 

Caruso's accusation that Roy Henricks was guilty of "vindictive sp i t ef u 1 nes s " 
for accepting your help with the Zine Register. The "logic" behind this charge 
is unfathomable. You should have mentioned that James Wall s fjglitesse 
subscription was cut only because Ed Urobel was cutting everyone's subscription 
(or virtually everyone's). James interpreted this as an attack on him when, in 
fact, it wasn't. Also, Ed did not call Fred Davis a racist just because Fred 
has stuck up for you. Fred has made derogatory remarks about blacks and 
Hispanic? in the past in Bushwac ker . ) > 

D ((There are three obvious ways for the feud to go: (a) it can just 

continue; (b) both sides can shut up; (c) both sides can agree to arbitration. 
I won ' t condemn you for refusing (b) any more than I would condemn Kathy for 
refusing (c). If you want to keep going until you get retractions, that s your 
right. 

I would like to point out, though, that if your goal is to convince 
gyfCXSD? that Kathy is dishonest, you will never achieve your goal. You might 
do better to pick a goal you can attain. Are you really willing to continue 
this feud for, say, five to ten years if necessary?*! 

EFGH ((I have nothing to add to these four sections.!) 

I (<I hope Dick and Kathy will respond to this section')) 

J ((I'd like to hear Terry's response to this. Unless he has an awfully good 

explanation (and I can't think offhand of anything that would do) I'll conclude 
that Terry is dishonest. I'm very, reluctant to accuse someone of deliberately 
lying, but the evidence does seem to be piling up pretty high against Terry. 

1 hope you feel better after writing the last paragraph in this section. 
If you need to get rid of pent-up emotions, on the whole I'd rather you did it 
by hitting a punching bag than by writing a paragraph of insults for NFA.)) 

K ((I'd like to hear Jims response to this section. I think your case 

against him is much weaker than against some others. Jim's letter to Randolph 
wasn't necessarily deliberately dishonest.)) 

L ((I don't think Steve Langley is much of a journalist. (Perhaps he went to 

the same journalism school as Terry Tallman...) Any ethical journalist would be 
disturbed by the fact that he'd printed something in which "most Df the details 
were false". Unless all of the details are true, he shouldn't print i t . ) .' 

M ('I find it hard to believe that you wrote these letters that can't be 

produced. If even one of these letters could be shown to exist, you would be 
proven dishonest. If we assume that seme or all of these letters exist, we must 
conclude that you re a reckless gambler (betting that no one would have kept a 
copy of any of these letters) and that you have been extraordinarily lucky.)) 

Nl ((Can ygu list the 650 hobbyists who are neutral" 1 For what it's worth, I 

think you re closer to being right than Ben ls.f! 
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O ('One of McCarthy's favourite tactics was "quilt by association". I'm 

curious which side of the current -feud Bob thinks uses this tactic. >> 

P MIn Canada, nobody bothers to publish a list of mho voted, but the 

information is available. Scrutineers for any candidate can, at any ti»e in the 
voting, see Hho has voted so far. One of the purposes of this is to grevent 
fraud. In practice, candidates have lists of people whose support they think 
they can count on. If such a person hasn't voted yet, he nay be called up and 
[•ncouraqed to vote, perhaps even Kith a ride to the polling station offered. 

When I last talked to Bruce, the number of votes received by Conlon Has up 

to 9 . 

This whole fuss about voters being listed could have been avoided if you 
had given your reason Hhen you announced the change. You knew, or ought to have 
I noun, that some people would raise a stink about any change you made to the 
poll proredure without explanation. Given that you're a very controversial 
person, you have a special obligation to keep that controversy fro* spilling 
over onto the fiunestone Foil. Hhen Kathy was BNC , she took steps to keep people 
from questioning her difficult decisions based on feuds. You should be doing 
the saiiie with the ftunestone Poll.)) 

QRS <<! have nothing to say about these three sections.)) 

T 'I hope Keith will respond to this section. I don't think he leant to 

serinuslv imply that you were trying to take over all the hobby's services. I 
read that statement as a joke. His other statements, though, see* to have been 

ii e ,i n t seriously.)) 

(J ((Anyone who agrees to arbitration takes the risk that the arbitrator aight 

male the wrong decision. This is less of a risk with soieone like Doug 
Beverlein doing the arbitration, but it's still a risk. If soieone doesn't want 
to tale that rial, that's his or her right. 

I don't see that it really natters what Kathys reason was for refusing 
arbitration. If you want to ask, purely out of curiousity and with no hint of a 
stigma, wh> she didn't agree to arbitration, that's fine. If Kathy answers, 
aood; if she doesn't, that's OK too,)) 

VV i (The only question that I consider unfair is your first question to Keith 

Sherwood. I thint its based on an incorrect preiise -- that Keith wanted to 
sf-riously imply that you were trying to monopolize hDbby services. 

Your first question to Caruso is fair, but he has already answered it (in a 
letter elsewhere this issue of NFA). 

Ouesticn I? to Kathy Byrne is fair, but 1 don't think she's under any 
obligation to answer it. 

With the exception of these three questions, I think all of these questions 
deserve answers. 1 hope that those who were asked questions will send me their 
answers. If they also have questions for Bruce, I'm quite willing to print 
these questions. 1 intend to keep track of whst questions people on each side 
havtf refused to answer and what reasons, if any, they have given for not 
^nsHerinq. > ) 
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Double Dactyls 

All of this issue s double dactyls are by Alan Stewart or Bruce Linsey. First, 
Alan Stewart 5: 



Higgledy piggledy, 

Steve "X-Wing" Hutton finds 

This constant feuding so 

Childish and bad. 

Deigning to comment, so 

Hyperdidactically 

Only when seeing there's 

Fun to be had. 



Higgled y piggledy. 
Mister L. Peery came 
Up with a plan to melt 
Feuding away. 

"Let's think realistically, 
Cap i tal istical ly, 
Feud Tax will end it all 
This very day!" 



Higgledy piggledy, 

E9l Si Fit's publisher 

Needed a pollster to 

Take over fast. 

Showed his rigidity, 

Insensitivity, 

Did it the May it was 

Done in the past. 



Higgledy piggledy, 

XL's Bruce Mclntyre 

Took a stand, letting chips 

Fall where they may. 

Then became rational, 

Nonconfrontational , 

Took it back, finding that 

Hel 1 was to pay. 



Nest is Bruce Linsey (and, yes, 1 did ask for it>: 



Higgledy piggledy, 

Hutton suggested our 

Feuds be conducted to 

Poetic beat. 

I ask my foes to feud 

Doublly-dactylly 

They'll find I'm practically 

Hel 1 to defeat. 

Hobbery robbery, 

Old Doktor Boardman did 

Take away Bruce Linsey ' 5 

Issues of Brau 

Starkly dishonestly, 

Antirefundably, 

Just because Kathy Byrne 

Started a row. 



Curs i f y ver si f y , 

1 urge »y foes to try 

Poetic feuding -- come, 

Send in a batch. 

They'd have no trouble where 

Dactyls are double, their 

Incomprehensible 

Standards sure match. 

Higgledy piggledy, 
Little Melinda had 
Just started publishing 
Her Di ppy 'sine. 

Long came old Brucie who 
Unchauvani st 1 cal 1 y 
Grabbed her control away 
Ain t that a scream. 



Higgledy piggledy, 
Martin can dish it out, 
Let's see him take it, the 
Boisterous prick. 
Could all this libelous 
Child-molestation-talk 
Tell us of y.our private 
Fantasies, Dick" 1 



Higgledy piggledy, 

Poor Robert Dl sen writes 

Multiple letters of 

Hatred and lies. 

Doesn't he know that his 

Irrational ity 

Makes him look bad in most 

Hobby i 5 t s ' eyes'? 



Hi ggl edy pi ggl edy , 

Big Terry Tallmart's the 

Fountain of Truth of the 

Hor Id, so he thinks. 

Filling his zine with this 

M i s 1 n f or ma t i onal 

Crap is his style, but now 

I sav it stinks' 



Higgledy piggledy. 

Those Science Digest folks 

New double dactyl rules 

Make me depressed. 

Too zealously enforced 

Dver-restr icti veness 

Leaves creativity 

Far too repressed. 



108 



abc letter* xj>? 



Luc Dodinval (Luc lives in Belgium , and publishes the French-language 
';ine Hach tJ : ( S9.uCJ.l-M First, I'd like to tell you hot* luch I adiire your 
zine. Hon do you manage if It's always a (good) surprise to me Hhen I 
receive NFA to see how good it it. I wish I had more time to read it at once, 
and to make MdSl better and bigger. Actually, I have lots of ideas but I lack 
the time to implement them, mainly because I'm not a "one-hobby person". This 
does not suggest you're one, of course. By the way, can you actually read 
French 71 HUn peu . ) ! 

About the special section (p. 45-56) of issue 29/30, I have some comments: 
that you are gay is not important to me, i.e. it doesn't change anything in our 
relations. You're a damn good pubber , and that's it. Actually, I'm even glad 
to know, as I always like to know who I'm corresponding with. I've tried to 
meet as many European publishers as I was able to land of course it's not over 
yet...). Let me tell you anyway that I enjoyed this section. 

On p. 46, I found a comment particularly true, whatever your preferate sex 
is; it is the comment about the existence of two groups of people. The whole 
paragraph is true, word by word, for my own experience. 

By the way, it seems to me the qual i f i cat i ve "straight" means something 
else than "without curves". What does it mean, please? 



'. ( "Strai ght " 
straight all your 



is slang for heterosexual . 
life and not even known it. 



Just think , you 
. ) > 



lay have been 



About gay people, we have some strange laws here in Belgium. I discovered 
them when I bought the Bronski Beat LP titled "The Age of Consent". I'll 
photocopy the inner sleeve for you. It should be included with this letter. 

Hope it'll be readable. 



((It was ' 
consent on t he 
of "Age of Consent 



In North America, the album was released without the ages of 
inner cover. I plan to bring back from England a few copies 



as sou ven irs. I ) 



net 1 -perceived in Betgiu_ 
still pretty much laughed 
people. Well, perhaps I 
see what I mean; it's 
1 anguage. . . 



gay 
Or 



. and 
at . 
know gay 
not easy 



not yet 



As it appears from an outlooker's point of view, homosexuality is 

people are very discreet. Actually, they are 
* " ' I don't know any gay 



would be laughed at, as . 

people, but I don't know they're gay. 
to explain subtle distinctions in a 



Do you 
foreign 



<(I think 1 understand what you're saying, 
aren't very different in Belgium and Canada.)) 



It sounds like things 



F heard that you were coming to Europe this summer. Is it true' 
don't forget to come in Belgium and visit us. Food and lodging free, 
you are our guest' Just let me know Hhen you d be around... 



Ves, so 
of course, 



!(It now looks like Mark Luedi and 1 will be visiting Luc for a few 

days startling August 1.1) 
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Rod Walker ((This is Hhat remains after editing of a massive letter 
from Rod.)) ...Most of this letter should be considered a personal letter, 
which means that it is not a LoC ((letter of comment)) p.er se. On the other 
hand. I Mill only indicate NOT FOR PRINT at a few points, leaving you the choice 
elsewhere and trusting your common sense. 

...With respect to Sacks, I believe it's best to leave that as just setting 
the record straight. If he had not decided to poach on DW ' s territory, it would 
not have been necessary for me to create a bargaining chip by poaching on his. 
However, we have to offer some game opening list for variants (the North 
American Variant Bank and DW are both committed to that), and since I won't use 
his as long as poaching continues, I have to have one of my own. As to his 
first name, I can only suggest that one man's "rude" is another man's "twit". 
There is no objective or factual way to settle a difference of subjective 
opinion. Besides, even rudeness, if it comes down to that, has a place in 
society. As an admirer of Oscar Wilde (as am I), you should easily understand 
that. 



(<Hmm...I have the choice between calling you "Rod" and "Shit Head". 
There's no objective or factual way for me tD choose between them. I wonder 
which I should choose... 

Rudeness may well have its place, but that place is not NFA ' s letter 
column. Call him "Robert", please.)) 

Speaking of Hi 1 de , did you know that The Importance of Being Earnest was 
made into an opera by Castel nuevo-Tedesco? It had its world premiere here in 
San Diego, in fact. I went to one performance, and am now going over to a 
friend ' 5 for a screening of the video tape later on (the performance was a 
couple of years ago, though). It was virtually (if not actually) C-T's last 
work before his death. 

...I'm glad you like double-dactyls. If you are that fond of them, 1 
recommend, first, the essay on them in Clifton Fadiman's essay collection, Any 
Ny*|bfC Can PliY.; anl * second, the book on the subject by Hecht !' Hollander. Both 
are out of print. The latter, in paperback, is easily obtainable in used stores 
(or I can send you a xerox, although the whole book is well worth having). The 
former, in hardback, is difficult to obtain; 1 have yet to find a copy. 

...The double-dactyl is rather a hard verse form to write. You would be 
surprised at how many people simply can't get the rhythm correct. We are faced, 
as Jud Jerome has noted in his latest book, On Being A Poet , with 2-3 
generations of people who, for the most part, were never trained to develop an 
ear for poetry and therefore are deaf to rhythms and cadences (this includes a 
good many alleged "poets"). There is a short form which is currently popular, 
the ci.Q.guain, which requires iambic rhythm. About half of those I ve seen (both 
in print and in is. ) are in fact trochaic! (An iamb is da-DAH: a trochee is 
DAH-da.) It is obvious that the writer knows the poem is supposed to be iambic, 
and simply can't hear the beats. I conduct a poetry workshop weekly here. and 
run across this problem constantly, even with people who show a good "natural" 
ear for cadencing. Some of my people are also in other workshops, conducted by 
a gal who not only has no ear for rhythm but actually rejects it as an element 
in poetry. We will avoid going into my standard lecture on the history and 
function of poetry. However, this is a subject I have no compunctions about 
discussing endlessly, as opposed to questions that currently take up so much 
space (my own crap included) in your 'line. 
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i 'I've had similar problems editing material f or plays we did on 
campus. 1 could get people to accept rules like "don't leave 10 characters 
on stage with nothing to do" and "don't say it in 20 words if you could say 
it in 5", but 1 never could convince SDte of them of the importance of 
rhythm. It's anazing how many people, who apparently have English as a 
native language, write dialogue that reads like a bad translation from 
Sanskrit. People understand that the French language and the Italian 
language have natural rhythms; they don't see that it's the same for 
Engl i sh. ) ) 

Well, now we get to the "green pages" Has they were known to the colour 
blind, the "blue pages" to everyone else)). That was a bit of news, and no 
mistake! I was surprised (but of course in a pleasant way) to learn that you're 
a brother. (1H this means that we're related, I may reconsider. Yes, girls 
are starting to loot; better and better...)) ...I read that entire section with 
great interest. 

Your reply to John Pack was masterful. The point about pheromones is an 
excellent one. The evidence is that this happened by stages. Stephen Jay Gould 
has a superb essay on the subject in one of his books, although I can't lay my 
hands on it right now. The question of the abandonment of "mating periods* is 
central to the question of what makes us human. He still, of course, have 
periodic fertility, just as other animals, though. It's amusing to note that 
homosexual behaviour is quite common among other animals, though. Robert 
Hrdrey, in The lerritorial Imgeratiye, notes several instances in which males 
which are unsuccessful in garnering female mates will adopt homosexual modes, 
including instances of "going in drag" (that is, imitating female behaviour in 
order to attract other males). In fact, pheromones do not solely stimulate 
heterosexual behaviour. Among dogs, for instance, there are all sorts of sexual 
behaviour among females if one of them is in heat (including a lot of imitation 
of male behaviour). Male dogs who are together in the vicinity of a female in 
heat will be sexually attracted to each other if they are unable to get to the 
female. In fact, if you want to use animal behaviour as a standard, then 
homosexuality is a common and natural mode of behaviour. In fact, it is so 
common among humans (10-157. of the population) that it is now thought to be 
genetically determined in most cases (there are, as you no doubt know, cases of 
neurotic homosexual behaviour among straights and cases of neurotic heterosexual 
behaviour by people who are in fact gay). It is also thought that a huge 
percentage of the population is actually bisexual, but suppress part of that 
(usually the homosexual side). (On the question of b i sex ua 1 i t y , I'll give my 
definition of a Marine: something that often enjoys getting buttfucked, but 
won't kiss because "that's queer".) {And the incidence of overtly bisexual 
behaviour among Mexicans is absolutely astounding.) (And fun.) 

((Regarding the incidence of b i sex ua 1 i t y , a lot depends on what you 
mean by that term. If you mean anyone who sometimes feels some sexual 
attraction to some men and sometimes feels some sexual attraction to same 
women, then b i sen ua 1 i ty is extremely common. If you mean anyone who is 
about equally attracted to men and women, bi sexual I ty is pretty rare. 

I've been learning a fair bit lately, from you and others, about the 
se:: lives of animals. I knew that some animals occasionally performed 
male/male or f em a 1 e / f em a 1 e acts, but I'd only heard of this in cases of some 
extreme stress (e.g. lack of members of the opposite sex). The animals in 
question weren't h on o s e :: u a 1 s , but heterosexuals trying to make the best of a 
bad situation. Are there any known cases of non-humans choosing male/male 
or female. ''female relationships when they weren't under duress?)) 
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...One comment on your murder mystery: Of course, the Canadian clues would 
be (as I said in my letter) difficult for those of us south of the border to 
pick up. "sofa" is not a very common term here in California, e i ther . . . ex cept 
in "sofabed"; it's much more often "couch". The spelling of "Kathy" isn't 
really much of a clue, either. It had to be spelled one way or another in the 
note, and how that is done depends on how one normally spells it. Virtually all 
the "Katherine's I've known spelled it with a K , so I find "Cathy" appears to me 
to be a secondary spelling. <I used to date a Katherine and my brother-in-law 
married a Kathryn, and so on. I often address Cathy Cunning as Kathy if I don't 
think about it first. But in all, I thought you did a fine job with it. 

((I'm glad you liked it. I remember reading an article on the guy who 
wrote the fncycloeedia Brown series of books. He said that as he went 
through life, he noted curious facts (e.g. bulls are colour blind) and then 
wrote mysteries around them. I have a couple of curious facts just waiting 
for a story to appear in.)) 

I think that is probably all we need to do at this time. Thanks for 
letting me impose on your attention so long (if indeed you did wade through all 
this). ((I did, but I didn't ask my readers to do the same.)) I hope we can 
get off the pol i ti cal /economi c trivia and have more discussion of important 
things (such ass is John Pack worth making an effort to seduce?*... 

((My own opinion is "no* (see NFA 29/30, bottom of page 45), but John 

has the right to reply if he thinks he is worth such an effort. 

Since we both wanted to end the discussion of what you call "political 

/economic trivia", I did both of us a favour by not printing your comments 
on the subject in this letter. 

From what I've seen, we seem to disagree on just about every possible 

subject. I hope that in the future we find subjects on which we'd have more 
fun disagreeing!)) 



Don Del Grande ..Two things in NFA 29/30 made me sit up and take 
notice: no, it wasn t the feuding I'm too used to that by now. First off, 

I'm surprised that so many publishers are actually supporting THE LIFERS. (But 
how many people wilt actually vote?) Second, Bruce Mclntyre s idea for a "Ct'O 
Championship Game". I can immediately see a few details that need to be ironed 
out: (a) what happens in the case of a draw; (b) who makes the decision as to 
Hhich seven play: (c) the big decision -- who decides who plays which country? 
(Don't go and say "all countries are alike; the game is balanced", since this 
obviously isn't true' In 2-player games, it's possible for each player to play 
both sides in a decent amount of time; with Diplomacy, having 7 players play all 
combinations of the 7 countries against each other takes 5040 games!) 

((The easiest answer to (c) is to let people submit preference lists as 
in any other game. Maybe someone wants Italy. If not, preference lists 
give each player a fair shot at his favourite country.)) 
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Steve Lang ley 

((This letter Mas submitted along with the Terrible 
Momenta in Sport article that appeared last issue.)) An incredible work, NFA 
29/30. Compelling reading, too. i'a enclosing a terrible laient in sport 
gleaned {rem my childhood. There were lany such: the tine 1 Has supposed to 
oi Ich and couldn't get the ball to hone without a bounce or a high arc throw, 
the Lime I hit into a triple play (one of the few tines I actually hit the 
ball*, the time I went down swinging on three balls that were so far over ay 
head the catcher had to leap -for then, but my alaost moment of glory was the 
worst and so that s the one I decided to share with you. 

I especially enjoyed your coloured pages. Oscar Wilde was truly an 
original and should be used only as an example of originality. Sexual 
preference has little to do with wit or talent, despite soae widely accepted 
stereotypes (the gay artist, the straight blue collar, et all. Your point was 
vj ell made end the gay jokes just as delightfully crude as the others. 

Whoever concluded that animals do not masturbate has spent too little tiae 
at the monkey house in the zoo and has never been embarrassed by a dog humping 
□n his leg. Animals are just as natural as humans in aany ways. 

{(Since printing the bit about aniaals not aas turb a t i ng , I've been 
overwhelmed with such stories. I guess I was wrong.!) 

Humans don't have pheroaones? I thought it was that the huaan female 
constantly produced her musk', not that she produced none at all. Of course, 
the net effect of either condition is that of continuous Mating which is natural 
to hudi-ins. Are humans the only animal in such a state? I lust admit ignorance 
here. I had thought that there must be others who evolved that particular 
trait. Chickens' Ah, we are not alone. 

i (Regarding chickens, I asked around a bit and couldn't find an expert 
opinion. (OK, the only people I asked were ay parents, but Moa grew up on a 
farm.) Chidens may mate all the time, but that aay be because they are 
fertile all the time. They certainly seem to be fertile a higher percentage 
of the time than humans. 

I m pretty sure there are other animals that don't use pheroaones, but 
i thint all or most of then have soae other way of keeping sex closely 
related to reproduction. In not having pheroaones, we differ froa the 
animals most closely related to us, at' least. 

F I) er omon e s are detected through the sense of smell. If women gave off 
p her oman e s , male desire would be weakened by deoderants and anything else 
designed to change the female scent. Whatever it is that makes soae aen want 
to have se:; with women, it doesn't seem to be the natural aroaa of HOien. ) I 

I should not have missed the sofa' clue. My grandmother was native to the 
Pacific Northwest and always used the term 'couch'. 1 still use it myself. 1 
also i«issed the lathy/Cathy clue but was predisposed tD that one. I learned to 
spell "lathy" and find "Cathy" soaewhat strange. Ah well, so long as I won. 

Please do feel free to bump me off or send me up the river. 

'.'.1 11 loot forward to it. Anybody else particularly want to be a 
character in my nest t mystery'' I ! 
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Larry Peery ...I'm not sure how to respond to 29/30. I don't know 
If the center section Is supposed to be serious or a spoof /satire of my first 
Pink Triangle. I checked back (by rummaging around in the Archives to see 
how many back Issues of NFA I had) but there was a six month lapse between 
when the first PT appeared and when I got my first NFA so I don't remember If 
you ever got a copy of it. If I knew you had read it I would respond to your 
centerfold in one. ((That being the case, wild horses couldn't drag out of 
me the fact that I've read issue 9 1 of Pink Triangle.-)) But since I don't 
know I will assume you didn't get it. ((Whew!)) And, most importantly, I'm 
assuming you were serious In what you wrote and not being satirical. I base 
that more on what you wrote to/about John Pack and a comment you made In the 
back of the main part of the 'zine. If you were trying to be funny, I enjoyed 
It. 

((Sometimes you amaze me, larry.)) 

I'm glad you got to make your statement for a positive reason (e.g. because 
you wanted to...). When I made mine it was in a positive act for me but for 
a negative reason (e.g. to combat some garbage floating around the hobby about 
Coughlan, etc.). It was something I felt I had to do. I enjoyed your coming 
out comments and cartoons. They bring back a lot of memories. You'll probably 
never find Mr. Right as long as you keep looking for him. But, If you're 
lucky you may meet the right person. I've been lucky and had it happen twice, 
both times by accident. The second time it was, quite literally an accident. 
I fell down a flight of stairs and when I looked up there he was. He's still 
there 10 plus years later; a bit fatter but no grayer. And as for me, well, 
what can I say? Anyhow, T digress. 

I, too, considered writing a response to John Pack (I think I sent him 
a letter last Christmas) for VoD . I wanted to reply to all the letters that 
appeared in VoD iHOO that had to deal with the homosexual /gay thing. I 
hadn't written anything about it before for VoD because I never thought the 
subject would be taken up by so many people. And then when I got motivated 
enough (read pissed off as hell) Brux went and folded his 'zine. He did that 
just to keep me quiet, I betcha. ((Can you think of a better reason for 
folding a 'zine?)) No, seriously, I wrote and told him I wanted to put out a 
special PT in response to those letters in VoD #100 and he was kind enough to 
send me a copy of the mailing list he used so I so I could do so. But that's 
saying Brux did something good, useful, or positive and we mustn't do that, 
must we 7 Anyway, I started to write a letter/article/'zine on the subject and 
found.myself going around in circles. It ended up sounding more like a Psych 
201 lecture than, a personal letter. But here are my thoughts so perhaps you'll 
pass them along in NFA and I can put my conscience to rest. I'm assuming 
everyone has read VoD ' s and the letters I'm referring to although it Isn't 
absolutely needed. 

1) Taken individually, the letters that appeared in VoD offered a series 
of stunning vignettes and portraits of various stereotypes of gays as seen by 
a variety of social groups: right wing fundamentalists, liberal jews, college 
educated pseudoliberals , etc. etc. All their arguments pro or con were 
perfectly parroted from whatever source they got them from. To me, as a gay, 
some were acceptable (if mildly patronizing), some were not, and some were so 
silly, stupid, or naive as to be ridiculous. I tried to evaluate each of them 
based not only on my perspective but also those of the person writing them. It 
was difficult, impossible in some cases. Even some people who made some decent 
intellectual arguments blew It all to hell when they put their emotions on their 
left or right sleeve. 
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Note that T am not giving you those specifics you rant and rave fort I'm 
giving you ray off the cuff and candid (but premeditated) reflections and reactions 
(I'm not sure what that means but it sounded kind of poetic and we are supposed 
to be poetic right? Just like all blacks have rhythm?) to what I remember from 
what I read those few months back. I'm too lazy to go back and dig out 
chapter and verse. 

2) The second thing that amazed me was the stunning ignorance of those who 
did write on the subject. God knows what the rest of VoD * a readers thought of 
it all. (If they bothered to think at all. Hmmm, probably not.) So much 
for making the cover of N ewswe ek , having a television special or two, or having 
123 stories on AIDS appear in the local paper In one year. Yes, I've been 
counting. And saving them. I'm clipping them, I'm going to have them laminated 
to a portable out house and send it to a certain individual in New York for the 
next time the sanitation workers go out on strike. Oh well. (That ' s funnin' , 
that's funnin', you can't get mad at someone when they're funnin', right?) What 
I started to do was compile a reading list with comments for publication or 
distribution to people who wanted to know more about the subject. We have a 
pretty fair library of literature dealing with the two subjects and I would be 
willing to loan out some of it to people who want to do some reading on the 
subjects. I recall, after the first PT came out, that I got several letters 
from people in the hobby who, obviously, either were gay or thought they might 
be gay. And they didn't know how to handle it. On the other hand, my straight 
friends in the hobby handled it very well. And who cares what they think east 
of the Monogahela anyway? But there is a great deal to be done in the way of 
educating the hobby (and, the entire society in its own way) about these 
subjects. I recall agonizing some months ago over something I wrote for a 
subzine of Xeno . I spent more time worrying about that than I did anything 
I've ever written. And when it was published, the reaction was ... .nothing. 
People Just accepted it. 

So, that's my reactions to Linsey's letters in VoD 100 (by that I mean 
those letters written to him on the subject of homosexuality that appeared in 
that issue) . 

((I don't know what it is that you expect from the rest of the world, 
but it sounds like you're setting yourself up for a big disappointment. 
Most of the people writing to The Voice of Doom knew less about homosexuality 
than you did. Is this a big surprise? Most of them wrote letters that 
were relatively supportive. Yet you responded to these people (in your 
paragraph numbered "1") by insulting them. And, in paragraph "2", you 
accused them of "stunning ignorance". This may surprise you, but I'm 
sure there are some areas in which even you and I are relatively ignorant. 
I only hope that people who are more knowledgeable won't be as rude to 
us as you are being in this letter. 

I was going to say more, but I think I'll leave it at that.)) 

People, both gay and straight, are always trying to find reasons to justify 
or explain homosexuality. I've never tried. I Just accept it as a fact of 
life. It is. I am. Why waste time arguing imponderables? I realize that's 
a simplistic approach, but what do you expect from someone who lives in Sandy 
Ego? (Here I'm commenting on your reply to Pack.) 

((I don't think a lot about why some are heterosexual and some 
homosexual, but I still think it's an interesting question.)) 



/ 15 



...I'm not much into dancing or drag. I did go through a dancing stage in 
my younger days when the music, dance steps, and bar scenes locally made it 
something 1 could tolerate physically. But usually the music is too loud, the 
dance steps too innane, nad the bars too smoky for me. So I quickly outgrew 
bars. ((You threw in that line hoping I'd make a crack about your weight, 
didn't, you? Hah! I'm not that easily manipulated.)) I've never been to a 
big Halloween bash. I suppose I missed something. I did miss something, 
right? They tell me that all gays are into such things. Perhaps I'm an 
abnormal gay? 

((You abnormal??? I'm not crazy about bars, either, but in a city 
the size of Kitchener /Water loo, you make do with what you've got.)) 

...Things are improving here, slowly, and compared to much of the rest 
of the U.S.A. this ((San Diego)) is almost paradise. Tallman will, no doubt, 
go nuts when he reads this, but most of my gay friends In non-California 
dream of moving to San Francisco while most of tny gay friends in San Francisco 
dream of moving to Seattle. Perhaps Anchorage is next? It is amusing, San 
Francisco has at least 60.000-70,000 gays, probably more. Everyone screams 
(about it). San Diego has an equal number, but we have a reputation for being 
non-gay, anti-gay, etc. Bah, humbugger. I was amused last year to see a 
survey/poll, etc. done by some women's group pointing out which cities have 
the most eligible, young, single, men, etc. etc. Guess who was at the top: 
San Francisco, etc. etc. etc. every gay Mecca this side of Hoboken. I remember 
the first time I had a party here for some of my gay friends. Some of my 
friends /neighbours /straights were amazed. The line 1 loved best was, "I 
didn't know you had so many good-looking friends." I've noticed that ray 
straight friends (the couples) have an interesting reaction to the whole 
thing. One year we had three Christmas parties, back to back: one gay, 
one straight, and one for our neighbours. Well, people came the wrong nights 
of course. A year later we said the hell with it and had one party. It 
worked very well. Now I like to watch the interplay between gays and straights 
as they try to figure out which is which. 

After years of experience with both, I have to confess that I still draw 
most of my friends from the straight world. Gays are usually too preoccupied 
with their gayness to be of much enduring Interest. 

((That's not been my experience, but maybe I'll see things differently 
when I've been at it as long as you.)) 

...I do hope you'll help me with compiling a good BBB ((Black and Blue 
Book — a sort of census of the Diplomacy hobby, listing names, addresses, 
phone numbers, etc.)). I want to Include the Canadians In it as much as 
possible. I noticed someone (Mclntyre?) offering to do a Canadian version 
of the Census. If my project works, it won't be needed because all the info 
will be there in the computer for anyone who wants a copy of it. One of the 
most frustrating things to me right now is watching the awful waste of all these 
duplicate mailings for this poll, that poll, a survey here, an announcement 
there. All duplicates. The paper, time, and effort being wasted by pubbers 
sending out duplicates of the RP info is silly. We could publish a whole 
new hobby directory with all that wasted energy. 

((Since addresses change quite frequently in the hobby (I speak as 
one who knows!) you may have a problem keeping the BBB up-to-date. 
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((Beat of luck with the BBB. It sounds like it could be quite 
useful. Unfortunately, it sounds like it will also be very difficult 
to make work.)) 

So, Just because Xeno is a quarterly, you are degrading my multipage 
issues???! I J I'm surprised you didn't accuse me of wasting white space! 
That's been done. J'accuse . It was, over all, an interesting issue. I would 
give it a 10 except for that cover. Poorly printed. On the other hand, the 
layout, graphics, editorialization, typing, and all those terribly trivial 
details that we are all in constant pursuit of were pretty good... 



DreW Post I thought about writing something tor your last Issue B.C. 
(before Europe) , but I left it too long. I thought I'd take up for it by 
beating you to England. I Am going to London for approximately 36 hours next 
week. I an going to fly down Monday night, arrive Tuesday lorninq, leave London 
Wednesday afternoon, and arrive back in Toronto Hednesday evening. Several 
people from work have decided to go. This is a pleasure trip, not business 
because I have two vacation days to use up before April 30th. I'll send you a 
postcard. I won't be able to make Huiiuscon, because I have a concert on the 
20th as well as an afternoon rehearsal. Apologies, but I Hill attempt to attend 
Humiiuscon II. Nothing else interesting in »y life currently... 

((Mr. Post works for an airline, so he occasionally jets off to exotic 
places for a day or two. 1 first learned about this trip frot one of his 
ex-friends, who does not approve of this lifestyle.)) 



Keith SherWOOd Wow, what an issue of No. Fixed Address . Lots 
(lots!) Lo think and comment on, but then at 100 pages that isn't surprising. 
I fell asleep reading It In bed ((should I guess whose letter you were reading 
at the time?)) and woke up the next morning and finished reading it cover to 
cover . 

I take it you would want me to send your Inner Light s to London while 
you're in Europe? ((Yes!)) 

I was going to mention NFA #29/30 in TIL ttb but didn't have room for 
an Around and Around . Sort of comical saying I didn't have room in eight 
pages to mention your 100 page issue, but it makes sense in an Ironic sort 
of way. VJe all have our niches to fill; mine is to do 8 pages monthly, yours 
is to pick up where Brutus Bullet in left off. Do not shirk your destiny! 

That Alan Stewart is one pathetic wimp. 

((I spent several hours with him on the bus back from Bruxcon and 
he seemed like a nice enough person.)) 
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I am quite amazed at your editor's replies to fighting words. Despite 
being firmly allied to one side ({I'm afraid to ask which)), you pick at poor 
points or inconsistencies in anyone and everyone's letters, a Mark Berch with 
a sense of humour. ((Does that make Berch a humourless Steve Hutton?)) That's 
what I wanted to say about NFA #29/30 in my 'zine. 

Thanks loads for the Dippy Horror Show. It was great, but why was it 
truncated? A part 2 with the rest of the movie is shortly coming? 

I wonder if you, Steve, are going to have to eat your words on "Roy Henrickj 
is completely in charge of the ' Zine Register and Linsey is merely helping out". 
Roy certainly is keeping a low profile. Haven't read any letter by him in 
print for quite some time. For someone completely in charge, he shows an 
amazing lack of interest. 

((If Roy doesn't put out the ZR, I'll probably hide out in Europe for 
a couple of months until the heat dies down.)) 

The blue section was interesting indeed. Since the other shoe never 
dropped, I take it the section was not done In jest. Fair enough. 

Poor John Pack certainly is taking a lot of gas lately, isn't he? (NF A , 
EE , etc.) You know he and I are from the same home town and he followed me 
from our face-to-face group into postal Dip. Yes, you can thank rne^ ((Thanks.) 

Nothing in your letter to the student newspaper suggests sexual orientation 
It's just the Steve Hutton of NFA we all know taking on another subject 
besides Dip. 

((I realize that my letter didn't make it obvious that I was gay; 
this was deliberate. But, I do think that people who knew me and read 
the letter should at least have considered the possibility that 1 might 
be gay. My comment was designed to make a couple of my friends feel very 
stupid. It seems to have achieved Its desired effect.)) 

Keep an eye out in TIL for a names-have-been-changed article involving 
a boatload of gays, when I get around to finishing it. 

Maybe you can give me insight on how they dance in a gay bar. I'm big 
on dancing now. I resisted making any allusions (neutral, at that) to you 
In my dance article and just assumed everyone's partner was a she. I also 
didn't mention my female subbers, so just went with the majority of my subbers: 
heterosexual males (I assume). It makes for better prose than to print all 
pronouns every time I mention "she". 

((People, either alone or with someone else, move onto the dance 
floor, begin to move their bodies, and eventually return to their table. 
This business of dancing alone strikes me as vaguely subversive. (I'm 
sure it's somehow tied into Satanism...) I haven't come up with any 
method of determining who is dancing with whom. One might assume that 
two people dancing with each ather would be physically close to each 
other and would tend to look towards each other, but one would be wrong. 
On those rare occasions when they play slow songs, it's somewhat easier 
to tell who's dancing with whom.)) 

It's true, I did say "I'm out of Illegible"... 
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Bruce Poppe ...Now, about that Special Section. I Mas surprised, but 
what the iiclL, ub \. e only known each other through the nail. I congratulate you 
-for having the courage to nake such a declaration. I did enjoy reading the 
section, though unlike others, no opinions of aine were altered. But that's 
only because there's no area of disagreement as far as I knon. The jokes 
especially were good. Got any larB 7 

((I've run across soae more gay jokes, soae of Hhich appear elsewhere 
this issue. A few people were grossed out by one or t«o of ay jokes. The 
"how do you know if your roonate is gay" joke, in particular, left a bad 

taste in people's mouths.)) 

Just think, some people Hill do anything to stop a hobby feud, even claia 

to be gay. 

This feud thing is driving ae nuts, but I guess we'll have to let the thing 
run its course. And here, we always thought this game was a nice, haraless 
little hobby. 

P.S. In regard to another Bruce's coaaents on the connotations of the naae 
Bruce I felt the saae thing, that it was considered effeainate. At this 

point, being thought effeminate doesn't bother ae , but years ago -- back in 
school in the 60s -- I wasn't too happy about it. When I aoved to Delegare froa 
Indiana in 1977, I discovered that it seeaed to have a different connotation -- 
one of a real "swinger". 

((Does this mean that Bruce Mclntyre would get sex aore often if he 

moved to Deleware?)) 



Game End Statements 



K§Q Hager HyC-keYi drew).: This wasn't a Diploaacy gate, it was a hobby 
project a la Larry Peery. ft grand total of 23 people participated including 5 

GMs ? 

The key to victory was neither brilliant strategy nor dazzling tactics, but 
simply perseverance. Ralph and I were the only players to survive the death of 
diaife^t Destiny, and we aanaged to break the game wide open in the period of 
confusion following the restart. 

Thanks to you, Steve, for providing 1981AQ with its final resting place. 
And, congratulations to Ralph, ay ally of about seven years. There were soae 
dark days there when it appeared that E/F/l would overwhelm us, but then we 
executed our secret strategy which consisted of some serious praying for NHRs. 
The Dippy gods smiled on lis at the right ti*ies, and the rest is history. It was 
fun working with you, Ralph. 
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The standby for Russia 
Is Pierre Touchette. 

A fi-way draw has been 
proposed. Please vote with 
your next orders. Remember 
that no vote=yes, 

The deadline for Winter 
1907, Spring 1908, and the 
draw vote is June 7 . Send 
your orders to: 

Ron Brown 

70F Chesterton Dr. 

Nepcan , Out. 

K2E 5S9 CANADA. 
You can call him before 10 
at 1-613-727-1454. 



FALL 1907: WILL ENGLAND AND FRANCE EVER GET THEIR ACT TOGETHER? 



Austria (John Ellis): A Mar-Gas, A Boh-Sil, A Vie-Boh, A Bud-Vie, A Lva-Pru , 

A Gal S A Boh-Sil, A Mos-Lva , A Sev-Mos , F Ton-Tyrrh. 
England (Dave Lincoln): F NAt-Mid . F Iri S F NAt-Mid, F Eng S F NAt-Mid, 

F Bel-Nth, A Bur S FRENCH A Gas (Ordered To Hove). 
France (Kevin Brown): A Bre H, A Gas-Mar (ret -Par, OTB) . 
Germany (Steve Berrigan): A Sll-Boh (ANNIHILATED), A Mun S A Sil-Boh . 

A Ber-Pru , A Ruh S A Mun. 
Italy (Drew Post): F Mid-Bre , F Wes-Mld , F Por S F Wes-Mid, F NAf S F Wes-Mid , 

F Tun-Wes , A Ven-Pie, A Tyro-Hun , A War 5 AUSTRIAN A Boh-Sil, 

A Spa S AUSTRIAN A Mar-Gas, F Lyo S A Ven-Pie. 
Russia (Bob Acheson? Pierre Touchette?): NMR ! A StP II, F Fin H. 



Pre s s 

England-Allies: Let's hold the line, fellers. 
France-Germany: Looks like I guessed right too. 
Austria-Germany: T did, T did!! 



1 907 Supply Cent re Chart 

Austria: Home, Con, Ank, Ser, Sev, Mos, Mar, tftfrf , VMr (9) ...even as played 

one short and had one annihilated. 
England: Home, Nwy , Bel (5) ...even. 

France- Par, Bre (2) ...even or build 1 depending upon the retreat. 
Germany: Kie, Ber , llo 1 , Den, Man (5) ...build 2 as one was annihilated, but 

only has room for 1. 
Italy: Home, Tun, Gre , Bui, Rum, Smy , Spa, Por, War (11) ...build 1. 
Russia: StP, Swe (2) ...oven. 
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has a new address: 

12K 11311 109 A Ave 
Edmonton, Alta. 
T5H 1G9 CANADA 



*■ Send your orders to: 
Ron Brown 
70F Chesterton Dr. 
Nepean, Ont. 
K2E 5S9 CANADA. 



game if either of the two 
asked for it. Let's hope 
this doesn't happen again) 



getting orders in. In such 
circumstances, I'd delay the 



of NFA , but both ended up 



The deadline for retreats 
and builds only is June 7. 



Two of you were very late 
In receiving the last issue 



Note that Fred Wiedemeyer 



You can call him before 10 



£ 3 £=i_J \ at 1-613-727-1454. 

FALL 1902: AUSTRIA FLEXES, ENGLAND PUSHES, FRANCE BOOMS, GERMANY STAGGERS, 
ITALY THRUSTS, RUSSIA EXPLODES, AND TURKEY WRITHES I 

Austria (Fred Wiedemeyer): A Boh-Vle, A Tyr-Tri . A Ser-Bul, F Gre S A Ser-Bul. 
England (H.D. Bassett): F Ska-Swe , F Nth C A Yor-Hol, A Yor-Hol . F Hel-Kie. 
France (John Ellis): A Par S A Gas-Bur, A Gas-Bur, A Spa-Mar, F Mar-Lyo, 

F Mid-Wes. 

Germany (Paul Milewski) : A Bur-Bel, A Ruh S F Hoi, F Hoi S RUSSIAN F Den-Nth (NSO) , 
F Bal-Swe . 

Italy (Kevin Brown); A Ven-Tri , A Tun H, F Ion-Aeg, F Tyrrh-Ion. 
Russia (Melinda Holley): A Rum ret -Bud. A Bud-Rum, A Sev S A Bud-Rum, 

A Sll-Ber, A Ukr S A Bud-Rum, F Arm-Bla , F Den S ENGLISH F Hel-Kie. 
Turkey (Dave Lincoln): F Bla-Ank, A Bul-Ser (ret -Con, OTB) , 

A Rum S A Bul-Ser (ret -Gal, Ser , OTB). 

No Press 



1902 Supply Centre Chart 

Austria: Home, Gre , Bui . Ser?? (5 or 6) ...build 1 or 2 depending upon Turkish 
retreat . 

England: Home, Nwy, Kle (5) ...build 1. 
France: Home, Spa, For (5) ...even. 

Germany: Mun , Bel, tit. Mi, Hoi (3) ...remove 1. 
Italy: Home, Tun (4) ...even. 

Russia: Home, Rum, Swe, Pen , Ber (8) ...build 2. 

Turkey: Home, Mt , Ser ? ? (3 or 4) ...even, build 1, or build 2, depending upon 
the retreats. 
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Most of you already 
get Exc elsior ; the rest will 
get the next few Issues free. 



wondering when you should 



call. 



His phone number Is 
1-604-299-2382. Please 
remember that he Is on 
Pacific time when you are 



The deadline for Spring 
1909 Is June _7. Send your 
orders to: Bruce Mclntyre 



Italy's Army Venice could 
have retreated to Piedmont. 
Thanks to Paul Mllewskl for 
pointing out this error. 



Among those who didn't 
NMR, the draw vote was 4 yes, 
1 no. It failed. 



6191 Winch St. 
Burnaby, B.C. 
V5B 2L4 CANADA 



WINTER 1908: THE SMOKE CLEARS... 

Austria (Mike Ehli? Drew Post?): NMR I A War ret -OTB, A Vie ret — OTB. 
England (Kevin Brown): Remove F Yor. 

France (John Ellis): A Spa ret -For, F Mar ret -Lyo. Remove F Lyo. 
Germany (Ron Brown): Build F Kie, A Mun , A Ber . 

Italy (Dave Carter): NMR! A Ven ret -OTB. ...out of the game 

Russia (Dave Lincoln): Build A StP. 

Turkey (Paul Mllewskl) : Build A Con, A Ank. 

The standby for Austria is Drew Post, 

((Oops! I almost forgot the vigourous Press section:)) 

Germany-Italy: Hey, Dave, where did you go? Just as I made the move that 

would save your life, you up and disappear from the map. 
Germany-World : Anyone else want me to save them? 



Ji« told his friend Sam about his recent engagement to a girl named Jane. 
"Jane?" said Sam laughing, "She's slept with every guy in Buffalo." Jim stopped 
to think for a noiient, then replied, "Buffalo's not such a big city." 

A conversation between a sadist and a tnasochist: 
Masochist: Beat me, beat me? 
Sadist: No. 



Definition of frustration: 



a transvesti te in a nudist colony. 



Me and My Dad by Blair Adamache 



As a young lad, I would often sneak Into my father's den to sample a bit 
of the adult world. I would stand on a chair and examine dad's guns. This 
consisted of studying them with care, marvelling at my reflection in the 
polished metal, and removing fingerprints with my pocket handkerchief. As 
my fascination progressed, 1 was soon stroking the stocks of the weapons, 
running my fingers smoothly along the butts. 1 felt awe, wondering at the 
art and mechanical precision with which the guns had been made. 1 was almost 
always frightened at these times, trembling lest I be discovered treading in 
the adult world. 

My father owned three guns, which were locked in the rack in his den. 
They were a Winchester 30-30 complete with scope, used for deer hunting; a 
Remington 10 gauge pump-action shotgun, which he employed in pursuit of game 
birds; and a Sterling automatic submachlnegun. The hunting rifles were gems 
of oiled black metal with rich wood stocks. The automatic weapon had an 
enigmatic chrome finish, smartly polished to shiny perfection. 

One morning when I had risen early, as little boys will do, I slid into 
the den, certain that my parents would sleep on into the late morning. I 
was still far front puberty, but my mind had leapt ahead of adolescence and 
into my adulthood, when 1 could possess guns of my own. 1 noted a speck of 
dust on the barrel of the 30-30, and was rubbing it with my kerchief when 
my father's resounding step froze my heart. 

His words, thank God, were those of paternal affection and instruction, 
not discipline: "it's more important that the inside of the barrel be clean." 
He put a hand on my shoulder, and then mussed my hair, that gesture of fondness 
which provokes resentment in all children. My resentment was left in the 
morning, though, as he spent the rest of the day teaching me how to clean 
rifles. He went through the guns in turn, explaining about each. "The 
Winchester — powerful, perhaps too much so for medium game; small and light, 
though..." He went on to speak about the shotgun, "I don't like it particularly, 
does the job, though. . .grouse, partridge, a few mallards for the table in 
autumn. " 

"What about the Sterling?" I asked, indicating it by gently touching the 
collapsable stock. 

"This," he said, lifting the gun with care and pride (he approved of the 
great lengths of time I always spent making the chrome immaculate), "this is 
a piece from the last great war. Today it's an antique, a showpiece. But 
me, I hate to see an idle gun. I use this baby for hunting the Pope's whores." 

I did not understand my father's dogmatism at the time, but the gun spoke 
for itself. 

A few years later, in the fall, my dad walked in on me as I was packing 
away the Instruments used for cleaning the rifles. He tousled my hair (1 
flinched and wished him a painful death), and he again erased the resentment 
he had just excited, once more using words as his instrument, "How'd you like 
to come on a little hunting trip with me?" My eyes spoke volumes of appreciation. 
He anticipated my question, answering it, "We're going to kill women who've 
wed themselves to Christ, symbolically and spiritually that is. We'll be killing 
them in the more mundane physical sense." 
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The first nun hunt was proclaimed by Henry VIII after his break with the 
Romish church. That-hunt , and all since then, have taken place within the season 
prescribed by the king — the "nunning" season, which lasts from Michaelmas 
until the Advent. It was originally part of Henry's plan to disestablish the 
Catholic church in his realm and rid his domain of all possible agents of the 
Vicar of Christ. The first nun hunts were impromptu, gay, improviational 
affairs. Weapons from other sports, boarspears, fowling pieces, and light 
crossbows were used in the festivities. The Duke of Suffolk won acclaim from 
his fellows for bagging twelve Daughters of the Sacred Virgin with one quiver 
of arrows on All Saints* Day, 1538. His exploits are still held in esteem at 
hunt clubs throughout the world today, and the Suffolk Cup is awarded to the 
ablest marksman in my father's club at the end of each hunt. 

The season opening was hours away as we flew northward in our bushplane. 
My dad and his companions shared stories of old: surprising mercy missions 
in back alleys, slaying nuns who were singing to the lame and the disadvantaged. 
That night were were to top all stories, we were off to tackle a convent. 

I had my own child-sized flak jacket covered in tundra camouflage, and a 
side-arm. I was also given some communications equipment to carry and master. 
After synchronizing our watches, my father removed my helmet to pat me on the 
head and mess up my hair. I reached for my pistol, and then relaxed. There 
would be plenty of chances to frag him later. 

Like other bloodsports, nun hunting today is high-tech. Nuns have learned 
to fight back, aided by experience In Central America. To attack a convent 
requires a troop of experienced hunters supplied with light arms, hand-launched 
explosives, and air support in the minimum. The Pope is a wily old devil, and 
his soldiers, Franciscans, Dominicans, and Benedictines, devout and fearless to 
the man, are well-equipped and prepared to help nuns under fire anywhere. 

In the eighteenth century, when sports like cock-fighting, bear-baiting, 
and dog-fighting were banned, the nun hunts were stopped for a time. Within 
decades, the need for a new thinning of the herds was evident. Nun hunting is 
now institutionalized and protected by strong nunning lobbies in every capital 
of the Protestant world. Where nuns are scarce, hunting licences are balloted 
for and a controlled kill takes place. Where nuns are numerous, the strict 
limits have been raised and killing free-for-alls take place each autumn. 

We approached the convent In three parties. In the air, we heard our 
chopper hovering behind a ridge. Thanks to its many machineguns and superlative 
crew, it had a field of fire of nearly 350 degrees. On the other side of our 
objective lay our heavy support — an armoured car with a 20 mm light cannon. 
We were in a field protected only by brush waiting eagerly for midnight when 
the hunt would begin. I used the radio to check with our support groups, and 
then fingered my piece as one of our party counted down to midnight in a whisper. 

The men knew their weapons as they did their lovers — intimitely even, 
and especially, in the dark. Infra-red scopes were attached and ammunition 
distributed. We had planned on a se'ennight of hunting. I wondered if our 
ammunition would hold out that long. "Are you ready?" someone asked my father. 

He replied, "When they come, I'll be waiting for them with this baby 
right here." He cradled his Sterling lovingly. Its power dictated that he 
would be point-man if we came to close fighting. He was checking the bayonnet 
strapped to his leg when midnight came. We rose and moved out. 
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Wo advanced over wetlands, through bullrushes, when one of us spotted two 
nuns walking up the lane to the convent. The captain of the hunt made a motion 
with his hand and we hit the earth. Two marksmen took aim at the distinctive 
tiabits silhouetted against the moon. The nuns were 750 metres away from us, 
moving diagonally toward us. The gunners opened fire and the nuns were dropped 
cleanly. I recorded the time, location, and weapons used in the scorebook. 
My father used his thumbnail to dig two notches into the scabbard of his 
bayonnet. We were moving again when I heard an explosion at 2 o'clock about 
3 metres away. I turned to see a member of our party rolling on his back, 
clutching at his foot. He was bravely suppressing a scream; his foot was 
bloody and scarred, the boot torn through. We were in a minefield! 

We would have to back up carefully. We broke out the metal detectors and 
assembled them in the dark. Thirty seconds after the explosion, a spotlight 
beam moved through the minefield. Mother of Christ, these nuns were Ingenious. 
We fell gingerly to the ground, praying to Calvin, Malcolm, God, and Luther. 
We would need help from the air, and fast. I hailed our helicopter gunship 
over the radio. While our medic attended to the casualty, we looked for 
shadows to hide in. I dug my fists into the ground, waiting for the nuns to 
open fire. It would be a long shot, but nuns are guided by their souls, not 
gunsights. I shivered and braced. My father peered through his scope and 
gasped. A halftrack armed with missile launchers was coming out of the 
convent. Dad's face turned white, and he spoke the one word guaranteed to 
panic the most seasoned of nun hunters: "Jesuits!" We dropped our weapons 
and desperately prayed to our deity, "Oh Martin Luther, save us from these 
devils out of hell, these beasts of damnation..." I turned my head heavenward 
and saw a cool white light emanating from the clouds. It was strangely offset 
by the hum of our helicopter overhead. 

The clouds parted like distorted waves. Twixt the clouds appeared a 
vision. To us, it appeared to be the last prophet, Luther of the 95 theses 
himself. Rumours I heard later related that the nuns had seen one of their 
accursed saints. To us, the vision spoke these words: Protestantism is not 
a religion of blood. Crusades, Inquisitions, these are Catholio things. 
Protestantism is a. religion of pragmatism: marriage of the clergy, divorce, 
birth control, having the scriptures in the vulgate , marriage for the clergy, 
did T mention that already? Well, it's very important and deserves extra 
mention. Anyway , having a special relation with God, a personal understanding 
with your savior, interpreting the scriptures individually, salvation through 
faith not works, no imposition of celibacy on the clergy. This is what we 
fought for. r really don't see how your present efforts are helping you come 
to terms with Christ. 

This dampened our glee considerably, and we consequently slunk home. 
"Next year," said my father, "We'll hunt like wolves, attacking the infirm, 
the weak, the old, culling the herd, making the mob stronger by thinning out 
those who can't hold their own." He started to run his hand through my hair 
and I drew my gun. Ironically, his last words were "Think of it as evolution 
in act ion . " 



